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CHILDREN'S OUT-OF-SCHOOL S.RVICES IN AN ERA OF UNCERTAINTY

In Paul Goodman's remarkable retelling of .the Horatio Alger
myth an advocate of experiential learning intones:
What we want for you, boy, is a life worth living,

and that's Culture, that's Educatior...What we
want to give you, boy, is the Habigt of Freedom.

&
The streetwise truant remains skeptical, however:
First you say, no school! Grand! Then you say
there'll be a leader draggin' me around. Not
so grand. Then you say we don't get life but
a selection of life. So you have a school
after all! I seen 'em walkin' along the street
two by two on the way to the Aquarium!...
Include me out! Freedom is freedom -~ you
don't have to teach me no freedom! 1
Young Horatio has grasped the most basic dilemma of out-of-
school life--its simple pleasures are too important to be left
in the hands of children. Since some very important lessons
are learned outside school, children need to be "given" the proper
"gelection of life." Toward this end, over time many recreational
and cultural activities directed at children have become a social
responsibility. ?
v v v 1 P-/ v
Romantic notions of children's autonomy may be appealing, but
in contrast the creation, planning and budgeting g}\ggcreational
and cultural activitjes is a complex business. Within the public
sector it is an activity done not only in the name of children,
but for society as a whole, 2and our commitment to providing these
< - .
opportunities has been substant:.al. Yet, nearly a-century after

their inception, the providing institutions are in a precarious,

marginal postition. Today, the urban parks, recreation departments,
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libraries, museums and other facilities which serve children are
in a predicament with pote;tially devastating’conséquences. They
must contend with Poth a crisis of resources and a crisis of pur-
pose:. This is a study of how they are managing and what is at
stake for Ehildren.

In tﬂis monograph ,we are concerned with a whole range of
services and‘programs that have, over time, developed pro-educa-
tional agendas;-agendas which either directly or indirectlf
complement traditional school activities. The linkage may be
ambiguous but those who,provide these out-of-school services
are often quick to justify them as learning experiences, enrich-
éné or supplementing the school curriculum. One

salient difference, of course, is that children use these facil-
ities and services voluntarily and even those who participate
do not "learn" the same structured lessons that the schools are

expected to provide.
]

This informality makes it difficult to measuré the precise
impact of these services on the educational achievement of young
people, but their relationship to issues of learning and develop-
ment has always been prominent. The vagaries of mandate and pur-
pose are reflected in the history of out-of~-school, publicly pro-
vided services for children. At times they have been in the vanguard
of social change in the inner city, and at other times they have
been the most concréte symbol of the child-centered suburban
"good life." They have served as a safety valve for social control
of aliented, uﬁemployed youth, and they have also been the emmis-

saries of "high culture” to the "masses."

R 5
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There have been periods when these institutions seemed to
lose their basic purpose, only to gain a new role as conditions
changed. They have periodically been financially strapped, only
" to find new funding,‘sometimes from highly unlikely sources.

Crises are certainly nothing new. But what we see as unique

today is the convergence of a critical shortage of fiscal

resources with an unpfecedented level of conflict about the

pfoper ways to provide these kinds of services for children. The two
issues are intertwined, of course. Sometimes issues of program
purpose and effectiveness are cited as a reason to reduce fund-

ing for children's services.¢ In other cases revenue shortages
force programming reforms aside in a single-minded push for fiscal
survival. Both crises must be confronted however, for neither

will soon recede. The impetus for changes in programming comes

from shifts in socio-cultural values, family® structuré,
leisure, sex roles, and other basic life patterns. The resource
scarcity is a function of the broader fiscal crisis of the pubiic -
sector. Thisiheavf agenda of structural problems, and the crisis-
management ambience which envelops many urban institutions, sug-
gest that there is something more than fun and games at stake.

The Search for Legitimacy

Throughout their history cultural and recreational services
have struggled to be taken seriously. That this battle has not

been won can be clearly seen in countless recent confrontations

over municipal budgets. The most frequently voiced sentiments

been: that these "quality of life" programs do not compare




in importance to the "essential city functions" such as police
and fire protection; and that the non-essential sérvices, if
they continue to exist at all, should make greater use of vblun-
teers rather than trained professionals. These two arguments
threaten .the core of legitimacy of cultural and recreational
institutions. The strength of their positioh largely depends
on two beliefs: that fhey perform valuable social, educational
and economic funcfions; and that they require skilled, profes-
sional, paid staff in order to operate properly. ‘

The quest to overcome marglnal status within local govern-
ment has been continual since the advent of municipal systems
for recreation and culture at the ‘turn of the century. The
services hadwtheir origins in philanthropic efforts directed
toward urban immigrants and their children. Thése sand gardens,
community centers and reading rooms were seen as vehicles that
could help children assimilate mainstream American culture,
including leisure behavior. Many of the services were.intended
expressly to address the needs of childreg from broken homes,
or“to offer refuge from the "squalor" of'tenément life. However
effective the programs may or may not have been, they were gen-
erally recognized as necessary aﬁd essential. By 1920, social
reformers and budding professions had succeeded in'turning largely
pf&vately funded programs into local public respon%@bilities,
The assumption of.public ¢control was the successful conclusian

of the first "marginality crisis.”
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‘The new cultural and recreational services carved out a
»
niche in the sphere of social reproduction, ropghly batween the
school and the family. Like the school, they were a form of col-
lective consumption. NO working-class families in the early

twentleth century could have’ 1nd1v1dually provided their chil-

dren with the facilities and opportunltles offered by the new

kd s

programs. Also like schools, they were thought to be merit
goods, whose benefits were.shared'not~only by clienES/but by
society in general.

On the other hand, the service providers fought hard to
distinguish themselves from the schools in many respects. One
prime difference was the absence of compulsory attendance at
cultural 33d recreational institutions. No ~hild would be "forced"
iAto & library or community center. Related to‘this was the
notion that in these voluntary settings children could develop
their individual potentials, away fram the homogenizing drudgery
of the classroom. At their best, librarians and recreation
leaders could enliven books, sports or crafts for students
who were turned off by their school's homework, physical educa-
tion or shop class (or who had dropped out of school altoggther).
The sometimes cordial, sometimes testy rivalry among services
for the attention of children has~been a constant theme in-this
history and is today as relevant as ever.

The relationship of the new services to families entailed

much more than the above-mentioned aspect of collective facili-

ties. Most early recreation workers were essentially social




\ ' workers for whom hélping families was a bagic’mission. Sometimes
this meant removiné the children from thé hofe as much as pos— 
sible, both to relieve the pressure of overgraaaed tenements
and “to inculcate values which were assumed to be lacking at home.

‘:There were also other therapeutic approaches, however, which
enco&raged families to recreate together in the community center
or park. And of course, many of fhednew centers, especially the
gettlement houses fosteted the sblidarity of neighbérs.
There were several ideological strands within recreation, as
within all fhe helping professions, and some were more respect-
ful of the working-class family than others.

In the last several decades service proyiders have employed
some highly”resourceful strategies to overcome successive margiﬁ-
ality crises. These strategies have included courting new con-

N\ stituencies and client groups; developing a souvial serviée exper-

¢

tise (by providing compensatory educaticn or therapy); establish-

J

ing channels for financial assistance from higher levels of govern-
ment; and redefining the boundary between public recreation and
private amusements. At present all four of these strategies .
can readily be observed. Throughout this monograph we will |
_examine these strategies in historical context and ip the situa-

tions where they are currently beiﬁg pursued.

Cchildren as Clients

In most of the services considered in this study children
are often the most numerous, but not the only clients. The
children's component of each recreational and cultural institution {

operates within two political frames of reference: that of the

g .
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service (e.g: librafiés, museums) ; and that/éaqnnanioftheservice.
pertinent to children's status. It is wor%h‘hoting briefly three

raspects of the politics of children's services which bear directly
. - % ‘

3

on the issues that will be analysed in this study.' ‘ C}(
1. First, children‘have little or no voice in the creation
or administration of most programs. The“concept of the "best
interests of the child" is generally predicated on the gssumption
that adults will be determining and defining the scope of activ-
ities. This is self-evident or unavoidable in many QOptéxts, of
course, and debate consequently revolves‘éround'which;adults are
to exercise their judgment (parents, judgés, fisychologists, social
wdrkefsm teachers, etc.). In the realm of recreation and culture,
however, children's rights are problematic in several respects. Same
have argued that the very concept of playv--the most visible form that(/
“some of these activities take, regardless of more subtle
developmental agendas-- should inwvolve minimal -+ adult
interferenceﬁThe "right to be left alone" is thus important, and
its limits are continually tested in playground}design, art instruc-
tion, libréry‘rules and any number of other situations.
Even so, in most cases children af@ planned for, argued over
and m?nipqlagea much more often than they are consdlt$dAfor their
opinion about the design or the management of programs. There.

are youth councils of various kinds, and occasional surveys, but

they are not viewed as powerful or influential decision-making

centers. The most effective statements children can make about

programs and facilities are to "vote with their feet," either by

‘ o 10
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participating or staying away, The essentially volqggary_nature
of the domain makes this possible and distinguishes lt from com-
pulsory services sueh as scnools. '

It has been argued that children's. services are comparatively .
disadvantaged because, unlike many other services, the primary
cllents cannot take part in %the polltlcal process. The increas-
ing involvement (and manipulation) of children "and teenagers

w ~
in. demonstrations to defend programs may be & sign that some
people are trying to overcome that weakness.

2. A second aspect of children's service éolitics is that,
in the broadest sense, children go ;n and out of fashion, ;he
readinesskyith which taxpayers or legislators will vote for
increased spending or new programs in education, recreation,
healtn and other services fluctuates in accordance with demo-
fraphlc, economlc and social factors. While this is difficult
to understand and explain, the phenomenon can be ‘clearly seen
in indices ranging from the fate of school bond elections to the
proliferation of adults-only housing developments. The general
consensus seems to be that the later 1970's represent a downward
stage of the cycle for children's interests, contrasted (often
in the false -light of nostalgia) with the child-centered 1950's.

The generally unsympathetic climatz fer children
is partly a function of their reduced numbers at
the present time. This is due largely to a decline in the number
of chifdren born't; cach woman, and an increase in mothers'

ages at the birth of their first child. The "shortage" of
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children is.not.permapent, and the next upswing is expected
around 1985-1990.

The demographic shift has led to the closing of schools
in many communities and a decline in the demand for certain
other children's services. Congurrepfly there is increasing
resistance by.n?n-parents(to supporting these serv;ces through
taxes, and a gfoW}ng age-segregation 'in many housing markets.
In somé cities it\has been documented that more than half the
rental housing is barred to families with children even as home
ownership becomes unfeasible for mo}e'young families. TheA
result is a metropolitén landscape dotted with emergent “life—
cycle ghettos," much more strongly delimited than in the past.

Th; concept of a society unsympathetic to children also
touches deep-seated cultural frustrations. The inadequap%
\performance of schools and other servicés, the persistence of’
stagflaticn, andia;geheral economic and social'malaise all seem
to be teliing parents that hard work wili no longer ensure a
better future for their offspr%pg. We Are treading on tricky, .
very subjective terrain here:‘and only wish to‘suggest that
what pxxdarsociology has dubbed "the esd of the American Dream"
is a force to be reckoned with. |

3. A third general quality of children's services is that
» they frgquently‘eﬁdow those who work‘ih them with second-class

professional status. .Children's librarians, recreation supervisors,
museum persdnnei and others all consistently report that many
{

. financial and promotional rewards of their professions and agencies

v

%

S -
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are denied them, at least partly because they work with children

~

;ather than aaults. AN
The majority of people who serve young children are women,

including 99 percent of children's librarians -and 82 percent

of elementary school teachers. Yet the proportions of women in \

management and administrative positioné\@re very low, and in some

cases (including school superintendencieé) actually deélining.

While many of the sex rolé:steréotypes with#n the human services

professions are being broken, progress has been slow} Many

professionals feel that there is an additiohal increment of

discrimination which is specifically directed at those who work

with young people.

Inequality

The services we are concerned with here have never been pro-

v

vided equally to all American children, nor have they often
achieved the standards of equity laid down by the profeséions or
the courts. The issues surrounding the equitable provision of

o

cultural and récreational services have their own peculiar history

_and logic. While in some respects the situation is analogous to
-that of pﬁblic schools, there are crucial legal and empirical

. differences. The issue of who gets what, and at what cost, is
central to our inquiry: Though the services as a whole may be
in crisis, the effects will be felt very différently in the cities
and suburbs, and in rich and poor neighborhoods within cities.
Race, sex, income, family st¥ucture and other characteristics

of a child's "life circumstance” play an important role in deter-

mining his or her opportunities.

r . |
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Attempts to measure the quality of municipal recreational
and library sgrvides have usually focused on their inputs--the
resources which are allocated. The most important input is,
of course, money, and measures of operating expenditures per
capita (or per child) are commonly employed. Unequal expendi-
tures have often been challanged in the courts when a class of
discriminated persons can be identified.. As a consequence of
many court deéisions, on constitutional grounds it has been
easier to show discrimination against racial groups than economic
classes, age groups, or other categories of possibly underserv?d
people. 4

Other things commonly measured to determine service qual-
ity are facilities and capital stock--library books and films,. -~
park acreage, number of tennis courts, and sO on. Professiéﬁal
associations and planning agencies are continually,réQising their

, ,

standards of per capita "requirements" forAcapital equipment and
land, but the levels in most inner citieé énd many suburbs have
always been consistently well belb@ these targets. This, of
course, raises the question of how useful standards of this sort
really are.

In recent yearg an increasing number of performance criteria
and output, or "outeome" measures have Been developed for
municipal services. Program budgeting, survey research and a

variety of other management tools have been brought to bear on

recreation and cultural services, as a way of finding out who

14
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actually uses the services, whether they are ccst-effective,
and whether they seem to be having an impact on the clients.
These findings sometimes conflict with the results of studies of
inputg.5 A broad disparity in per capita operating budgets
between two library systems may not ég matched by broad disparities
in attendance or circulation. Conversely, different districts

can spend identical amounts on a service and achieve vastly dif-
ferent results. Inequality of service outcomes does not currently
have the legal standing that inequality of inputs has achieved--
only the latter convincingly qualifies as unequal treatment under
the law. However, with each passing year there is a greate£ social
pressure for the recognition of outcomes. The Children's Time
Study, from which some of the data reported in this study is

taken, is a prototype for a certain way of meésuring the impact

of children's recreational and cultural services. Time Study

data is especially relevant to the study of out-of-school publicly
provided services because it contains extensive information about
family time structures. One conseguence of sustained budget cut-
backs is greater dependence on parents, especially mothers, to
facilitate their children's participation in out-of-school programs.
Parents are differentially equipped with time, money, transporta-
tion, -and other resources to handle these tasks. "Privatization"
of this sort is already a source of increased inequality in

post-Proposition 13 California.

15
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Aside from the question of resources, we are concerned

with the types of programs offered to children. Recreation has
a long history of ethnic and sexual stereotyping and segrega-
fion. For decades, libraries and museums offered only the
cultural artifacts of mainstream white, middle class America.
The pluralistic explosion in all of these institutions in the
1960's and 70's is one of the truly significant chanées in their
“history. The changes encompassed not only content but also the
fofms of service delivery and the composition of the werk force:
Fven as these innovations were beginning to make a measurable
impact, they were starting to fall in the wake of budget cutbacks.

In this monograph we will discuss service disparities in a

wide variety of contexts, using a number of different indicators. S

" We will compare neighborhoods within the same city, and different

cities within the same county or state. We will compare the
experiences of blacks and whites, boys and girls, affluent and
poor children. As we shall see, for the more poorly served

communities and individuals the "era of limits" began years

.before the current tax revolt and recession.

In this chapter we have provided synopses of four general
themes which dominate this account of recreational and cultural
|
services for children. These include:

- the convergence of prolonged fiscal crisis and a crisis
of basic purposes and principles.

- the continuing efforts of the services to overcome
marginality and gain legitimacy as professions and
government functions.

- the special circumstances and vulnerability of programs
for children.

- the changing but persistent inequalities in the distribu-
tion of program costs-and benefits.

.. 18
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We will elaborate each of these themes in this study, focus-

ing in particular detail on the fiscal dilemma that has so dras-

tically altered the circumstances and conditions under which
california municipalities provide children's out-of-school recrea-

tional and cultural services.

DEFINITIONS AND BOUNDARIES

The primary focus of this analysis is publicly sponsored

recreational and cultural services for children. However, to cover

Following are five kinds of distinctions that will affect our
1
inquiry.

1. ©Public and Private Services

The problems of private youth-serving agencies are closely
related to the fate of local government. In many respects the
tw§ sec;ors complement each other, but in certain situations they
directly éompete for resources and clients. As already mentioned,
the inicial impetus for many programs came from private, non-
profit organizations started during the Progressive Era. In
some circumstances foundations today still provide "seed money"
to underwrite innovative programs. More common these days,
however, is the private agency whose dependence on government

subsidies and job training funds eclipses its philanthropic

support. When this happens, the sharp line between private
and public services is blurred. This takes on épecial importance

in light of massive public service cutbacks. Some private agencies

17
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have been éverwhelmed by a rush of too“many new clients, while
others have aggressively recruited new program participants from
the diminished public sector. Furthermore, from our own research
it was clear that most preadolescent children did not know whether
the sponsors of programs they used were public or private.
Consequently, at various points we shall mention quasi;public

- - - andwprivaté—servieenageneiesrwinelﬁding YM-YWCA, Scouts and others..
Commercialvleisure activities are also of some interest, especially
in terms of their relationship to the public sector.

2. Local, State and Federal Funding for Children's Services

Our primary interest is locally administered and-funded

institutions. It is important, however, to note the small but
growing role éf the state and federal.governmenﬁ\in the field of
urban recreation and culture. This support has taken the form of
grants to localities for development of facilities (e.g. acquisi-
tion of parkland, construction of libraries), and support of the
arts, of which a sizeable component is directed toward children.

A second kind of higher level governmental involvment in the -
provision of children's services may result from the "tax revolt."
The replacement of local propeity taxes with state level funding
may lead, some say inevitably, to greater state control of munici-
pal institutions.

. In California, there has been no such administrative
shift in the first two years since the passage of Proposition 13,

even though the state's financial contributions have greatly

increaged. This lack of change may be only because few long-range

plans have been implemented as yet.

18




3. Distinctions Among Types of Services

There are important differences in the structures, tradi-

o

tions, political bases and basic missions of recreational and

<

~
N,
g

cultural service institutions. We do not intend to underplay
these differences, and in fact they are a key element of the

analysis.

Longstanding rifts such as between public and school librarians,
between parks and recreation administrators; or between physical educators and
Little Leagué coaches reflect different priorities within the com-
munity of children's service providers. These differences range
from ideological disputes about the most effective environment
for informal education, to comparisons.of the cost/benefit ratios
of various modes of service delivery.

However significant the characteristics of individual
services may be, their cumulative impact on children, and .their
collective future, are the more basic issues. We hope, in fact,
that one result of our work will be greater mutual awareness of

common problems among the people wok&}ng in these services.

k)
4. Services for Children in the Conték@ of Services for the
Geneial Population \\

To understand the status of services to children within
an institution which serves clients of all ages, it is necessary

to study that institution's overall structure. Libraries, museums,

and recreation.departments provide services for several specific

age groups, in addition to their general offerings. Sometimes

age-specific services grow and decline according to the latest
pedagogical fad, or the latest budget cuts. (Library programs

for "young adults," for instance, seem to be a recent casualty.)

19
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In this report ‘we will examine the ways in which the bureaucracies'
overall budget and operations affect their programs for children.
The other éide of the story, whereby children serve to attract
resources and legitimacy that enhance an agency's overall standing,.
will also be explored.

A clarification is in order concerning our flexible use
“of the word “"children.® 1In some cases we ‘are referring to
All minors served by an agency. But where specific life cycle

references are intended, we will endeavor to be clear. Adoles-

cents, toddlers and pre-adolescent school-age children are. dis= - ..

tinct groups, of course, with some very different needs. The

last group, pre-adolescents, receive the most attention in this

monograph, because they were the subjects of our field rese?rch4mjthe
‘other hand, many of the service providers who were interviewed for this study

addressed issues faced by young people at all stages of development.r

5. California versus the Nation ‘ -

Most of the contemporary. evidence in this rgport comes
from municipalities in California. Almost all of the primary
source material (interviews and surveys) were collected in the -
San Francisco Bay Area. However, the basic issues and the

results obtained are not only relevant in California. As we shall note,

with regard to children's services, the conditions described are basically similar in state

throughout the country. The services and their corresponding
professions have many common practices and operating styles.

The structure of local government varies among cities, of course,
but much of that variation is found within

California.6 Many cities

20
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elsewhere have seen their budgets stfained to the same point as
Oakland ér San Franci§éo circa‘1979, for other reasons but to
much the same effect. It is clearly a national phenomena.

Where unique. circumstances appear to be a pre-
vailing influence on children'; services, we will so note and
explain. However, it isvour”hope that the information and
analysis in this report will be useful to people throughout the
country who are concerned with the future of cultural and recrea-=

tional services.

" THE DATA

This monograph is based largely on four types of data
‘about children's services. These will be introduced briefly here,
~with the technical details reserved for appendices.

— e

Interviews with Service Providers

During the past three years interviews have been conducted
with scores of professionals who work in parks and recreation
departments, libraries and museums. Our subjects ranged from
entry level children's librarians to the chief city 1librarians,
and from play leaders to . directors of parks and recreation
departments. There is a qrosé section of age and ethnicity among
\Ehg men and women to whom we talkéd, and they represent a broad
gaﬁ;éfo experiences in child-serving agencies.. Most of the
respond;hts‘were employed in the cities of Oakland and San

Francisco, of\in the suburban communities of Alameda and -Contra
AN

Costa Counties.
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Also interviewed were the ' members of city managers' or
mayors' offices who had responsibility for preparing the budgets
for cultural and recreational service agenc}es. In addition, we
spoke with leaders and rank—and—éile activists within the unions
representing workers in the various municipal and counéy agencies.
- geveral interviews were also conducted with faculty members

of Bay Area universities who taught training programs in librarian-

ship and recreatdon. A ‘

Interviews covered a wide range of topics. The
questionnaires were varied to suit the role of the particular

subject, but most respondents in each round of interviews commented

4

on a comparable set of issues. The earlier. round, in 1977 and
1978, focused on the subjects' perception of Fheir work; their
relationships as service providers with children and parents, with their profession,
and with the _organizational environment. Respondents
were also enéouraged to describe their motivations for entefing
the field. -tahei.r sense of how children's services have changed during the course
of their professional”lives and what the future holds.

The secbnd round of interviews, conducted in thg Spring
of 1979, was directed at exploring the fiscal crisis precipitated-
by Ccalifornia's Proposition 13. The interviews offered a detailed
look at- the budgeting and deciéionmaking process of urban public
bureauqracies. The consequences for children of balifornia's

tax rebellion emerged clearly as those people close to the

decisions described the outcomes.
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In almost every instance we were given excellent coopera-
tion by our subjects. The general tone of their responses was
satigfaction that "outsiders" We;e interested in their work.

The fact that we dia not posé as advocateé of their:eiisting pro-
grams did litple to diminish most subjects' belief that more

public dialogue could only help their sitdatioq.

2. The Children's Time Study

The Children's Time Study research project, of which this
monograph is one product, under%ook various studies exploring
children's use of discretionary time.7 Time spent outside of
school represents a large and importgnt éomponent of children's
lives about which relatively little is known. The Children's Time
Study developed a new Approach to measuring and analysing five
"domains" of discretionary time use--television viewing, partici-
pation in organized activities; chores and jobs;- f?ee play and
parent-child time use together; and school aéhievement.

The principal insfrumentz of the Time Study was a survey
conducted in 1976: Children from the sixth gradé of Oakland's
public schools were interviewed in their homes by a trained sur-

vey researcher and, at the same time, a parent compléted a self-
: 3
administered questionnaire in a separate room,. The Study involved

764 families and featured a cross—sectign of the city's public

school enrollment. Appendix B describes the survey sample charac- .

i)

teristics. .
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The survey has ‘extensive information about children's use of
publicly provided services: parks, recreation centers, ébhoo}yards,
libraries and other neighborhood-based fhcilitiés. It contains
qpcodhts of each'child respondents' visits to community-wide cultural
facilities, museums and regional parks. The data on the social
and economic backgroupd of the .children are also extensive, permit-
ting detailed analysis of the use of facilities by various types
of children. There is also data on‘parents"attitudeﬁnabout the
quality of services and their importan¢e to children. 515;1157‘“
informaticn from other‘studies of Oakland's public services has
been brought to bear on the Time Study data, to see if the avail-
ab}lity of programs, facilities and services is a major determinaht

of children's time use patterns. .

Publications on the Tax Revolt

While local taxes and what they pay fof have -long beén a sub-
ject of general concern, the last two yéars inNCalifornia have been
a quantum leap in research in the field. Even a partial listing
of the sponsors of research on "the effects of Proposition 13" shows
the broad ;anée of constituents which include, among others, the
National Association of Social workers (California Chapter), the
Urban League, the éaiifornia State Lib;ary, the Children's Rights
Group, , the Califofﬁia State Department of Finance, the Institute
for Governmental Studies and the California Commission on Govern-
ment Reform. There are.even several new publications, such as tﬁe

Tax Revolt Digest, aimed at keeping up with the escalating information
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flow. In preparing this report we have reviewed this gréat range
of studies and evaluations. In addition, we have analyzed’nany

hundreds of ‘newspaper accounts describing the fate of children's
services in cities across California.

Professional Literatures

¥ .

Eich of the services examined here has been the subject of
extensive research about its history, prihciples and practices. N
The histories range fr&m uncritical "infhouse" chronicles to
skeptical rgvisionist analyses of the social role of these urban =
institutions. For our somewhat eclectic mission, the entire range
of material has been useful to us. Similarly, although tex;bboks
and evaluations of the state of the art in recreation or librérian— .
ship tend to guickly become dated, they too proved to be useful
indicators of thevconventionél wisdom within these professions on
matters of planning for children, There is also a con-.
siderable recent literature on innovative approaches to the delivery
of children's services. The new writing, especially in recreation,

reflects the influences of sophisticated quantitative management
«3

techniques,on the one hand, and humanistic psychology and philosophy

8 5 v

on the other.
Worthy of special mention here is the long tradition of empiri-

cal research on the use of neighborhood facilities. Since the

community studies of the 1920's, | sociological methods have been

applied to the guestions of who uses recreation, libraries and

other leisure services. The marriage of urban social analysis to

public policy is not always fruitful, but there have been some
9

valuable contributions through the years.
° -
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/ ORGANIZATION OF THIS ANALYSIS
" We focus here on the fiscal condition of publicly provided
cultural and recreational services for children. Yo begin with,

bl
however, it is necessary to locate the place of thse‘activities

ih‘children's daily lives. Iqﬁother'words, before trying to under-.
stanq how contemporary trends in local government finance are
affecting children's out-of-schocl serv;ces, it is important to

know about the constituency for these services and the rénge of need
needs that they appear to fulfill.

With this as background, sections III' and IV examine the cur-
rent fiscal en;ironment\of local government and the parti?ular
services in question. After describing some of the factors’affect— )
ing the provision of human services by local government generally,
we will focus directly on childfen's services--exploring the process
of decisionmaking within children:s programs, between competing
agenices, and émong different levels of government. Here we shall
- ‘ confront California's Pfdposition 13 and examine its particular

! N
impact on servicgs for young people.
Section V reflects on our findings and considéfs the ways

-

in which Porposition 13 is changing the provision of children's serv-
jces in California. The changes seem to be taking place at three
levels: immediate, often unplanned response to budget shortfalls;

structural reorganization of the service delivery systems; tna a .

reformulation of the fundamental boundary.between public and private

spheres of childrearing. In other Yords, the current debate,

. ’ ﬁhiQh this report can hopeuflly inform, is not only about what the

services can do for children in the future, but what they should do.

26"
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In Appendix A we present an account of the impressive growth
and abrupt decline of summer school in California. -Significant
differences in financial and administrative contexts required us
to separate summer school from the other services being reviewed.
Nonetheless, as the most prominent early victim of Prépositidh 13,
summer séhool is a prime example of the tenuous position of |

programs intended to enhance children's educational experience.
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Chapter One

Notes ﬁ
1. Paul Goodman, The Empire City (New York: Bobbs-Merrill,.
©1942) p. 122.
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THE CLIENTS: WHO ARE THE USERS OF OUT-OF-SCHOOL SERVICES

This monograph focuses on a Variety of out-of-school activi-
ties and programs for children, many of which have "educational"
or (in the traditional sense) "pro-educational” agendas. It is
not possible to know with certainty the degree to which these
activities affect in-school achievement. However, there is
little doubt that they contribute to children's development and
well being and that they are part of the important link between

out-of-school life, in-school learning and school performance;

To understand the argument we will develop in this monograph it is first

‘important to know how these various out-of-school activities fit

into the lives of children. Using data from our Oakland survey

of children we begin by locating these activities within children's
acfivity patterns. This provides a backdrop for the assessment of
how]the eroding fiscal condition of theprovidingaagenCies

may %e affecting children. ,

| In this report we shall focus on services and facilities

pro&ided by public agencies and intended for use by pre-adolescents,
(th%ugh not ‘necssarily exclusively By them) . We must distinguish between
typesiof activities and be aware of the locus of program provision. "Facilities"
and,"#rograms" represent two distinct categories of children's out-of-school serv-
icesk The former are settings‘(e.g. a schoolyard or a park); the
la;teg are activities, organized and structu;ed in varyingvdegrees
ke.g.esports, music, danee), —Thesefﬁte;xiasererbt neceesarilj mu£ually
excluéive. All programs, for instance, are provided at facdilities.
But fok our purposes we characterize a park as a facility (for it

tends to be a place children go to play on their own), and‘a recreation

center ' as a program (for children who go tend to‘make use of the organ-

\ | 5
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ized activities it provides). The two loci of services considered
here are "neighborhood"” and "city/region." The former represent
decentralized opportunities, close to home, often intended to
maximize access for children. Schoolyards and branch libraries
are prominent examples. The latter demand larger "catchment areas"

to generate a user population, hence they are typically limited to

relatiyelyvfew~citywide or regional locations. A zoo Or an aguarium
fall into this category. Here we shall distinguish neigh-

borhood level facilities uch as schoolyard, parks, and bfanch
libraries;from citywide or regional level facilities such as museums,
ZO0s, aquariums'and "special interest activity centers" (e.g. the
San Francisco Exploratorium,and Marine Wofld, a commercial theme

park) .

CHILDREN'S USE OF SERVICES: THE NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL
The following sections draw data from the Oakland Time Study
Survey and repért use levels across a range of facilities and serv-
ices available to children in that communityf We begin with
’neighborhood-baéed activities and, in the later sections,examine

use of citywide and regional services.

4

* Appendix 3 provides backgron information on the Survey and the
gharacterlstics of ‘the sample. A scan of that material before read-
ing further may help interpret the data presented here.

' 33 A ‘
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Schoolyards

In many communities the most readily available outipf—échool
neighborhood facilities for children are playgrounds, often located
adjacent to public elementary schools. 1In éalifornia, for instance,
there are specific State Department of Education guidelines requir-
ing the provision of open Space for recess and organized play.
Schoolyards sometimes include recreation centers administered by
municipalities, thereby providing a comprehen81ve after- school
leisure activities complex. Even in the majority of cases, where
there is no adjacent recreation center, every primary school provides,
minimally, some kind of open space. These may be small, ,fenced-in,
asphalt surfaces or they may be large,‘unfenced grassy areas. 1In
either case, they are familiar turf to children, who mostly attend
school close to home and find these facilities within easy walking
distance.

Having a schoolyard close to home significantly affects use
levels. As Tables 1l and 2 indicate, 62% of the children ihterviewed
in Oakland play at the schoolyard,amiSB%Eﬂaythere at least once a
week. Aspects of the distributions are of interest. Boys are
more likely than girls to play there, and they are more likely to
play there often. chidlren from lower income families are more

likely to use the schoolyard than children from higher income

families. (ThlS may in part reflect differenceé in children's

"access to alternative klnds of play space, partlcularly yvards at

home and rooms to themselves.) Blacks tend to use the-schoolyards
more than whites or Asians. This is espeC1ally true of black

males, who are by far the heaviest users. The pattern of occa81onal

\
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TABLE 1

CHILD USES, SELECTED SERVICES, FACILITIES AND
PROGRAMS : BY CHILD'S BACKGROUND

. Recreation
Schoolyards Parks Centers/Programs Library
Total Sample ‘! 63% 69% 31% 43%
All Boys 71 74 37 46
All Girls 55 64 25 41
Income Per Family
Member \
<S175 66% 74% 35% 41%
~ $175 = $499 - 66 65 28 ' 48
5$500 38 60 22 41
Parent Education ) :
High School Degree 64% 72% 32% 41%
High School Graduate 60 66 ! 31 43
Some College '65 70 30 43
College Graduate 57 68 29 } 51
or more
/ ; .
Sex/Race Typology
Black 68% 71% 33% 4l%
Boy 76 76 39 41
Girl 61 66 29 42
Wwhite 51% 63% ©29% 51%
Boy 60 75 35 56
Girl 42 53 25 47
Asian 47% : 54% 14% 61%
Boy ’ 52 53 21 65
Girl ‘ 45 55 6 57
Family Structure/
Mother's LF Status
Single Parent 63% 71% 36% 40%
Working . . 62 © 69 37 .. 42
Not Working -~ . 64 73 34 . 38
Two - Parent = - 64% 67% . 25% " 46%
Working(both) 63 68 24 46
Working(one) 65 _ 66 27 48
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TABLE 2

HEAVY USERS OF SELECTED SERVICES, FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS
BY CHILD'S BACKGROUND

Recreation

Schoolyards Parks Centers/Programs Library
(at least (at least 1 (two or more (few times/
1 day/week) time/week) programs) mo.or more)
Total Sample 53% 41% 14% 38%
All Boys = 47 20 41
All Girls - 36 10 36
Income Per Family
Member -
$175 59% 38% 16% 41%
$175 $499 54 39 12 ! 40
$500 41 29 8 32
Parent Education .
High School Degre 60% 45% 17% 318%
High School Graduate 50 45 16 37
Some College 54 37 11 38
College Graduate 42 38 10 39
w Oor more
Sex/Race Typology
Black 61% 44% 17% 38%
Boy - 49% 23% 39
Girl - 40 12 38
i
White 37% 31% 10% 39%
Boy - 42 15 45
Girl - 19 7 33
. Asian 19% 37% 3% 51%
Boy - 39% 5% 58%
Girl - 35 . - 48
' L]
Family Structure/
Mother's LF Status
Single Parent 57% 45% 15% 36%
. Working 54% . 45% 11% 36%,
' Not Working 60 44 19 36
Two Parent - 51% 38% 12% 39%
Working (both) 48% 41% 10% 38%
Working{(one) 54 34 15 40

34
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and frequent use is also quite different for white and black
a

children. Fifty-one percent of white children report that
they play in the schoolyard.some‘time, but only 37% play there
at least once a week. For black children there is a much smaller
difference between occasional and frequent users--68% as against 61%.
Tbis suggests that for these children schoolyards are a basic part
of thei; regular recreational patterns. 1In cOntrast; Asian
_children are far less likely thaﬁ children of other ethnic groups
to use the schoolyard or to use it on a regular basis.

Children who are fegular users of schoolyard recreational
facilities seem to have relatively few alternatives. According
to a recent study by the Oakland Planning Department, low income
neighborhoods had on average significantly lower capital invest-
ment in other parks and recreational facilities.l In effect,
schoolyards help to meet the play spaée needs of children in low
inFOme neighbdrhoods where there are few other off-street places
to play. An apparent demand for these play opportunities is
indicated by the higher level of use in these lower income areas.

Frequent schoolyard users are also more independent and are less
likely'to depend on parents for assistance in their after-school hours. Only a third
of the parents whose children go to the schoolyard five days a week
or more say that their children‘depeﬂd on them ts take them places
they want to go. This coptrasfs.with the situation of the infre-
éﬁent schooiyafd usefs,<6l% of whom depend on their parents to
regﬁlarly transport them to their leisure activities. We may

conclude, then, that children who are on their own a good deal
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of the time (and therefore need facilities close to home) ,who have
fewer material resources, and who live in areas poorly serviced

in other ways make up the largest share of the "regular" school-
?ard users. vAnd the predominance of black children in most of

the sampled neiéhborhoods having these characteristics accounts
for much of the ethnic disparity in schoolyard use. Schoolyards,
whether supervised by adult leaders or not, represent relatively
accessible recreation areas. for young people. Particularly in
inner cities, where open space is often at a premium, these facil-
ities provide both an important blay opportunity and a place to

socialize and be with peers.

Parks

Like schoolyards, many urban communities have systems of
neighborhood parks--often quite small--distributed throughout
residential areas. Today, in most large cities, tnis open
space is largely a highly valued legacy of the past. Typically
parks were situated on the outskirts of towns and as the towns
grew into cities. the pafks were surrounded and sometimes engulfed
by hbusing and commerc;al development. There is little possibil-:
ity of expanding these ekisting systems foacﬂitieswi&mutea&rmxdhfﬁy
expenditures of'noney and (often) rajor dislocation of‘business and‘residences._

Parks are by no.means as ubiquitous as schOolyards. Where
tnere is a schoolyard located in most elementary school attendance
areas, the expected service area for a park is usually larger.
Hence, when we speak of the parks system of a community and child-

" ren's use of these facilities their access is, by definition,

more limited.

96
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Referring again to Tables 1 and 2; let us consider the
situation as reflected in the Oakland survey data. Oferall,
use of parks parallels use of schoolyards. 1In our sample, 69%
of the children said that they played in a local park at least
once a. month. Forty-one‘percent report playing there at least
once a week. Compared with schoolyards, a.smaller proportion
of. park users say that tbeyare,heavy users. Furthermore,

a much smaller percentage of children play in parks
frequently than play in schoolyards frequently.

Aé we have said, not all children have easy access to parks,
and the data sugéests that proximity does impact use levels.
Sixty-nine percent of those who say they go to the park at least
once a mohth walk there,ahd children from families without cars
are somewhat ovérrepresented among both occasional and frequent
pérk users. Similarly, parents of park users are more likely
to say that parks are "easy for their children to get to" than

parents of non-users (Table 3).

TABLE 3

Access to Parks and Use of Parks

‘ 'Child Goas To Park

Parent: . Once Per Month
Is Access Fasy ‘ or More | Less Often
. Yes o 65% | 58% -
No . © 30 36
Don't Know 4 7
(N=518) (N=232)

37




II-9

There are sex differences in parks use, at a level parallel
to differences in schoolyard use. Overall 74% of boys, compared
with 64% of girls, say that they go to a park at least once a

month. Only 47% of boys and 36% of gifls say that they go to

the park at least once each week. Fully 92% of all girls who

frequently use the park are black, and the attendance pattern

of black girls is more similar to black boys than that of white

girls is to that of wh;te boys. : B
There are significant differences in use patterns across
income groups. Children from lower income families are much o
more likely to use parks and to use them regularly than children
from upper-income families. This tends to suppert the thesis
already proposed that children from lower-income families have
fewer open-space alternatives and that parks, like schoolyards,
;epresent important play area opportunities. We shall return
to this point in -a subsequent section.
So the pattern of parks use is somewhat|similar to that of

schoolyards. In particular, those who are economically disadvan-

taged  and those who live with relatively less yard space around

. their homes tend to be the heaviest users.

044
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 Recreation-Centers and Organized Recreation
Programs

’ . )

Participation in recreation center programs is considerably

lower than use of the facilities aiready examined. Referring to
Tables 1 and 2 the pattern is as follows. Overall, 31% of the
sampled children had taken a lesson or participated in a group
at a recreation center’. Only 14% had participated in two or
more programs.

<

Like parks, the distributigh ofv£ecreation centers across
the city isAsuch thal many children live at some distance from
the nearest facility. But in 7 of the 22 sampled neighborhods
the recreation center was located in the schoolyard, meéning
that children living in these areas had the easiest access. As
the data show, use of the programs is quite significantly rélated
to proximity (G=.72). Furthermore, 92% of children who took
;t least one lesson lived in close proximity to these facilities;
(Table 4).

TABLE 4

Proximity of Schoolyards to Recreation Centers and
Levels of Use

Schoolyard Has Adjacent Recreation Center

.Number. of Lessons

.or Groups Child Has ‘ Yes No
‘Taken at Recreation '
Center

o ‘ 43% _ 84%

1 24 12

2 _ 32 5

P <.001 (N=266) (N=498)

39
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£~ i
Differences in use levels between the sexes are noteworthy,
v 1

no doubt related to the content of the programs offered. To
begin wrth, boys form the larger constytuency Thirty-seven. *
percent of boys as compared with 25% of girls had part1c1pabeé
in at least one activity at a recreation center. Twenty percent

of poys but only 10% of girls had participated in two or more.

If we consider different types of activié}es the pattern

becomes more distinct. For example, sports is an important

¢

component of the programs offered at recreation centers, and
twice as many boys as girls part1C1pated in sports groups and

lessons. Whlle girls were more likely to take fine arts lessons,

this likelihood was not correspondlngly‘as great as boys'

,part101patlon in sports. —This suggests an fdinadvertent imbal-

Jance in programming or, perhaps, some deliberate bias in the

Y

provision of actmltles Some activities are "intended" for
boys, others for girls, and for various reasons there are den-
erally more programs fQr boys than for girls.

This kind of data does not provide a definitive description

‘ . & .
of the institutional mechanisms through whrph’unequal opportun-

ities for girils and.boys are maintained. In other, more exten-
P .

sive- analyses of sex dlfferences in“organized sports activities,
we have found that glrls tendedq to participate in their smaller number
of programs at rates roughly equal to boys and tnat elementary
'school athletic programs of{ered girls more opportunltles than
did municipal or private recreation agencies. We also
recognize that someasignificant chanoes are taking place in all

4 &
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these agencies in *he four yearé since our survey, due to compliance
with federal Title IX guidelines and other social pressurés. It is
also apparent that fiscal constraints on chilaren's’sérvices are
jeopardizihg these innovations at a time when théy would other-

wise be gaining acceptance.

Differences'across sex'ggg ethnicity in levels of partici-
pation are also striking and may be associated both with the
natu;e of the programs available and their appeal among children
of different backgrounds. There are significant differences in
use and heavy use levels across ethnic groups and by sex within
ethnic groups. In Tables 1 and 2 the extraordinary decline in
particibationvfrém black té white to Asian children and the impor-
tant differences between the sexes within each ethnic group is
evident. Unravelling the sources of the differences is more than
we can do hére, otber than tp assert thét they no doubt reflect,among -other things,
cultural differences across ethnic groupsvand parents' perceptions

of the'safety of public spaces. They may even seem to confirm

some traditional stereotypes of "who likes to do what." This

should be read not just as a matching of personal choices and

opportunities, but as evidence of constraints in program offer-

ings that limit‘a child's sense of what he or she can do.
Recreation center pfogfams sponsored by municipal govern=

ment agencies fall into two categories, those that are free

and those that charge a fee. From our data it is cleJL that

when lessons and groups are identified by their fee structure,

children who are black, from low income families, from low educa-

41
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tion families and from single-parent families participated in

free programs more often than white children and those from
groups with higher income, higher edpcation and two parents
(Table 5). In other words, the fee structure clearly influences

TABLE 5

Activity Fee Structure and Participation in Recreation
Center Programs

Fee Structure

Child has Participated Fee Charged Free Activity
in at least one activity
and has following

characteristics
Black : 10% 28%
White 23 17
Low Income ~ 14 34
High Income 12 13
Low Education 10 27
High Education 12 20
Single Parent - 10 31
Two Parent ' 12 12
the nature of the user group. (Elsewhere in this monograph we

will discuss in some detail the conseqguences of changing the
fee structure in response1to municipal budget cutbacks

With recreation cené;r programs family structure and mother's
labor—forcé status does not seem to significantly‘influence parfi—
cipation.ra£es,‘except that children of non—working\single ?arents
are the heaviest users, and that children of single parents are
mo%% likely to be users of free activities. Child care or
babysitting is implicitly provided by these services although

it is difficult to know how many parents--regardless of family

structure--encourage their children to participate for this reason.

1 VA ‘42
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Recreation center programs, then, are different in several
wéys ffom the activities we have already discussed. First,
recreation centers are not just places to go and play, but are
the scene of organized programs and activities. Children's

propensity to participate is likely to be linked to their own

interests and, perhaps to their parents' desires. Second, the

programs are historically’tied to the developmental objectives
that communities and professions have for the young. Thus, the
programé available are not free of larger social purpose and,
therefore, they are also susceptible to social and/or sexual
biises and stereotypes. Third, these programs function in a
two-tiered strﬁcture,‘"fee" and "free," which apparently
attract,ra}her different constituencies, détérmined largely by
faﬁily resources.’ Fourth, bécause they are supervised, these
activities have the possipility of meeting a special need of
parents today--child care outside of schooi hours}ywhile parents

are working or otherwise engaged.

Branch Libraries

Libraries are prototypical "pro-educational" out-of-school”

services.® Branch libraries have traditionally been located in

“small facilities distributed across neighborhoods and intended

H

to serve a different clientele than downtown main libraries.

Y

Children have always been an important client group of the

43




.card?" and "How often do you go to the library?" (Table €).

II-15

branches and are therefore the recipients of a variety

of speC1al profe551onal services. While we may think of the library

as a place to go for books, our data suggests that,llke other pub-
lic facilities,it also serves as a gathering place where child-

ren can meet and be together without necessarily utilizing the

service in the conventional way. We deduce this by comparing

children's responses to two questions, "Do you have a library

TABLE 6
Library Cards and Library Use

Go to Library.

Once/Month Less

Have Card or More e Often
Yes 75% 38%
No : 25 62

P ¢.001

In our sample 54% of the children had library cards while 41%

report that they go to the library at least once each month(Table 2).
Relationship between the two measures is strong (G=.65) indicat- -
ing a general link between the two items, although the pattern of

responses across social groups reflects the varying needs that

libraries fill.

Sixty-eight percent of children from high income families

in the Oakland sample have library cards, as, against 40% of

children, from low-income families. Seventy-nine percent of

children whose mothers have graduated from college (or more) have 4

cards as against 48% of children whose mothers did not finish high

school. ) ;/
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Differences are considerably smaller in responseato the
other question: "How often do you go €6 the library?" 1In
this case 41% of high income children and 37% of low-income
children report that they go once a month or more. Among middle-=
income children fully 50% say that they go once each month or
more. The smaller differences in children's behavior across
income groups may be a reflection of alternatives available among
wealthier families. In these Homes there may be more geaihm;natﬂa:on
+hand or readily obtainable, so that going to the library, espe-
cially if it is not conveniently located, is simply not done.
Also, the range of responses to the "How often do you go" item
is narrow across groups stratifiéa by mother's education. Only
10% difference was reported, Wi£h 41% of the lowest education
group going to the library éé least once each month compared
with 51% of children whosefmothers are in the highest education
group (Table 7).

TABLE 7

Library Use and Mother's FEducation

Mother's Education

s Less than High School Some  College Graduate
Child Goes to Library High School Graduate , College - or More
Once a month or more 41% 43% 44% 51%
Less often » 59 57 56 49
(N=206) (N=222) (N=228) (N=90)

Libraries are not as common as schoolyards (0akland has four
school sitgé for gach‘library branch) and for many children they

are not within easy walking distance. Proximity apparently is
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an asset in attracting young people, for fully 73% of the chil-
dren say that they walk to the library wﬁen they go there. A
recent £rend of closing down the smallest branches and replac-
ing them with fewer, larger regional centers has been lauded for
its economic efficiency but criticized by many senior citizens
and parents of young children--the populétion for whom distance
poses the'largest barrier. |

We developed a composite measure of the extent of library

o

service in each sample neighborhood as a way of probing the
nature of services across areas within the city. The lower

the neighborhood index score the less likely a child was to

use the library on a regular basis (Table 8). -

_TABLE 8

—_— e - . [P

Cchildren's Library Service and Library Use

3 ' 1 Non-Users and 2
Library Index Summary Score - Infrequent Users-
1 4 (Highest Quality Service) 14.%
‘~3 ) 24
2 ‘ 30
1 (Lowest Quality Serviee) 32

! pP<.01

1 -

The "Library services summary" index consisted of the following
items: availability of a specially trained children's librarian,
closeness of the library branch to the neighborhood, and the size
of the branch's circulation of books (which is a reasonable proxy
for size of collection). Each item was rated on a three point
scale.
2

Visits library less than once per month.

'1( 48
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Going to the library is a different social experience across groups.
Girls are a bit less likely to go tb the library alone than boys.
Eighty-five percent of girls as cqmparéd with 80% of boys repdrt
that they usually go with friends and siblings. Parents also
have a clear impact on their children's library behavior. They serve as
role models and as facilitators of transportation and card reg-
istration. Children are more likely to go (G=.37) and are
more likely to have a library card (G =.56) if their parents use
the library themselves. And going to the library with a parent
is basically associated with high income, high education level,
coming from a two-pareﬁt family and being white or Asian. This
kind of modelling behavior, under any circumstances, represents
an importadt dimension of library use (Table 9).

With regard to differences.bgtween boys and girls the fol-
lowing picture emerges. Overall, boys are just slightly more
likely to go to the library than,girls, while girls are much
more likely than boys to have a library card (61% against 47%).
In general, girls and boys look more alike in their library beha-
vior than they do on any of the other types of activities we have
examined here (see Tables 1 and 2).

Finally it should be noted that parents are more satisfied
with the library if their child used it or had a l%br;;ﬁ card.
The correlation of satisfaction and direct contact wifﬁ the
service is one that holds for many of the other children's serv-
ices where participation is not compulsory. In Chapter Four
we will discuss the relationship of indicators of citizens'

satisfaction with local services to the "taxpayeré' revolt."

ot 4’7
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Parent and Child Library Use

Parent's Library Use

Not Hardly Sometimes
Child's Library Use at all ever or often N
Once per ﬁontﬁ or more 45% 25% 30% (328)

Less often 51 31 ; 18 (421)

Parent's Library Use

Not Hardly Sometimes
Child's Library Use at all ever or often
Once per month or more 41% 39% 57%
Less often 59 61 . 43
P¢.001 (N=364) (N=214) (N-171)

Parent Library Use and Whether Child Has
Library Card

Parent's Library Use

Not " Hardly Sometimes
Child has card at all Ever or often N
Yes 41% 30% 29% (403)
No 58 27 16 (346)

Parent's Library Use

Not Hardly - Sometimes

Child has card at all ever or often
Yes 45% 57% 68%
No 55 - 43 32

P<.001 (N=364) (N=213) (N=173)
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CHILDREN'S USE OF SERVICES--
"COMMUNITY WIDE" AND "REGION WIDE"

The facilities discussed above are principally neighborhood
based. They are characteristically provided in decentraliéed net-
works relatively accessible‘to children near their homes. We now
turn to a range of facilities that are thoroughly "non-neighborhood”
in that they servicé a much larger area and typically require much
larger populations as a base of support.

_ We will focus on six facilities that have an educational dimen-
sion built into their progrzms. Three are museums--Oakland's city
museum, the University of California's Lawrence Hall of Science
and the San Franciscq Exploratorium. The Oakland Museum is located
in the downtown area, near the main library, the largest city park
and main routes of both mass transit systems. It provides a full
range of art, history and science exhibits as well as programs
exploring local or regionaljissues of culture, history and ethnic
tradition. It has a working agreemedt with the public schools
whereby large numbers of children come to the museum each year
to participaté in activities led by specially trained instructors.
The Lawrence Hall of Science is located in the hills above the
University of California campus in Berkeley (adjacent to Oakland) .
Its science programs and exhibits are principally designed for
children and teenagers. The Lawrence Hall sponsors a variety of
after-school and weekend classes for children with special science
interests. Its focus is "sub-iegional,"-that is, most of its
programs are attended by children from East Bay communities. The

San Francisco Exploratorium is also a science facility for young

49




N\
I1-21
N

y \
people. Supported by city funds and Federal and foundation grants,\\

\

the Exploratorium utilizes high school students as "explainers"--
docents who work with children at science exhibits designed to

be touched and manipulated. The programs are relatively unstruc-
fured, although every effort is made to help children learn as

much as they can or will during each visit. The Exploratorium has

a region-wide clientele. ﬁence, the museums have somewhat different
agendas and intended audiences; but all three seek to interest and
attract young people with educational programs and exhibits.

The other three facilities discussed here also have educa-
tional and cultural concerns, but they are somewhat less intentional.
Also, they charge admission fees, meaning that access may be related
not just to the distance one must travel, but to the cost of the
activity itself.

The Oakland Zoo serves the city and the entire East Bay. It
is supported principally by city budget allocations. Only capital
improvement programs receivé siénificant outside support, mostly'
in the form of patron and corp_rate grants The San Francisco
Aquarium and Marine World are! oth located quite far from Oakland.
The Aquarium functions much like a museum, while Marine World is
more of an amusement park. Of the six activities, fees at Marine
World are highest, while depending under whose auspices a child
visits, entry to the other activities may cost several dollars

~

or they may be free of charge. ) -

~In this sectiogf;hgg#_we,wi%%fbe“éXamihihg children's use of
several different kinds of facilities——some located in close proXximity
to our sample population, others at some distance, and some charging

fees while others are free or nearly free
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The Museums

Even cursory examination of Table 10 indicates important
differences among museums in terms of their relative drawing
power. Oakland's city museum had been visited by 48% of the
sample during the survey year, while only 19% had been to the
Lawrence Hall of Science. This kind of difference is not explained
entirely by proximity. For instance, the Lawrence Hall of Science
is much closer to Oakland then is the San Francisco Exploratorium,
but the latter waé visitedrby many more children during the year

(28% of the sample).

Most children go to these museums as a schoolsactivity rather thar outside

\, of school hours. Sixty-seven percent of those who had been to the Oakland

Museum went with a school class, as did 70% of those who had‘

\ .
been to the Lawrence‘Hall and 77% of those who had been to the

Exploratorium. Respectively only 1b%, 14% and 12% of those who

had visited each facility during the year had gone with their

The differences across the sample in terms of "who they

® k

parants.
go with"™ will be explored below.
fhe Oakland Museum can claim some success in reaching many
different kinds of children. Roughly the same proportions of
the sample, across all family income and education groups have
been there during the year. This is not the case for either
of the other museums, where the likelihood of attendance rose
steadily with increasing income and mothers' education.
The'proportions of blacks and whites who had been to the

Oakland Museum are comparable. However, only half as many
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TABLE 10

SELECTED "COMMUNITY WIDE" AND "REGION WIDE" FACILITIES
(Children who have been to each facility dvring the school year of the Survey.)

i

. Lawrence
Oakland Hall "oakland ‘Marine
o _ Museum  of Science Exploratorium Zoo Aguarium World
Total Sample 8% 7 19% 28% 57% 30% . 23%
All boys . 50 23 26 59 30 25
All girls 46 16 30 ) 54 31 . 21
Income per family
member . : . %
Less than $175 543 10% 27% 594 348 26%
$175-499 44 - 22 28 57 31 23
$500 or more 51 34 35 53 .24 19
v . . o
Mother's Education
Less than high school degree 52% 15% 27% 57% 36% 27%
High school graduate 46 17 22 54 25 23
Some college > 45 21 . 32 Y 29 20
College graduate or more 52 . 32 36 50 34 22
Sex/Race Typology
Black | 50% le% 29% 66% 33 273
Boy- 53 19 27 70 33 29
Girl ' 47 12 32 . 62 32 26
White 49% 31% 26% 42% 2% 15%
Boy i 49 35 27 44 21 17
Girl > 49 28 25 a1 21 14
Asian . 6%~ 3% 16% 13 21% 9%
Boy - 27 32 16 9 2 15
Giril 25 32 17 18 17 3
Family Structure/Mother's
Labor Force Status
Single Parent 50% 16% 28% 63% 34% 29%
Working 49 18 25 64 29 29
Not Working 51 15 31 ‘ 61 41 27
Two Parent o 7% 23% 29% 54% 28% 19%
Working (both) 45 26 30 5 57 27 24
Working (one) 49 20 28 51 30 13
Who Child Went with(This Year)
School Class 67% 70% 77% 15% 67% 40%
Parents ) 18 14 12 39 23 43
Child Has"Ever Been"
to Facilitz v o 85% 38% 47% 94% 60% 73%
Q , |
ERIC e
% m.m - - \O 2
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3

Asian children (25%) reported that they had been there in the
Survey year. The relative distributions for the Exploratorium
are somewhat similar, although the proportlons of each group are
much diminished. On the®other hand, the Lawrence Hall Mmainly
draws white and Asian children (1n equal proportions), and less
than half as large a proportion of blacks. |

lables 11’ and 12 reveal 1mportant differences between two
groups\of children--those who went with their school class
during‘the year and those who .went with their parents. = For
the Oakland Museum, as family income and education levels increase-.
the child is less likely to have gone with the school class and
more likely to have visited with hls or her family. A far larger
proportlon of whites and Asians have been with parents rather than
w1th school and a diminished proportlon of blacks have been with
parents. '

The children who had visited the Oakland Museum with a school

laSS were evenly divided between those with single parents and °

those with two.* Visits that children made W1th their own parents
were not equally common, however. Just 29% of those who went
with‘their parents were from one-parent households .

For the Lawrence Hall of Science, the use‘patterns-are

drawn very sharply, suggesting more exclusivity in the clientele.

Whereas 33% of those from low income hbuseholds who had been to

* The total sample includes 42% single parent families and 58% two-

parent families.
AN

N -
[N
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. . TABLE 11 e
Characteristics of Children Who "Went with School Class" tp Facilities

I1-25

" Went with School Class

4
Income per family member

Less than $175
$175-499
$500 or more

Mother's Education

‘Less than high school degree
High school graduate
Some college

College graduaté or more

Ethnicity

Blpck

White ©
Asian S .

o

Family Structure/Mother's
labor Force Status

4

Single parent

Working Y

Not Working , SQV
A

Two Parent

Working (both)
Working (one)

&

&

Lawrence
Oakland Hall Oakland
Museum of Science Exploratdrium Zoo Aguarium

48% 33% 42%

. 39 45 40
13 22 19
35% . 24% 32,

rd
31 30 24
24 34 35
10 12 10
79% 71% 83%
11 15 7
2 7 2

50% 42% 45%
28 22 23
22 19 22
508 s 553
28 36 30
22. 22 25
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) - TABLE 12

Characteristics of Children Who "Went with Parents" to Facilities

Lawrence
' Oakland Hall « Oakland Marine
Museum of Science Exploratorium Zoo Aquarium World
-Went with Parents

Income per family member
Less than $175 25% 3% 17% 40% + 35% 28% ¢
$175-499 33 55 55 ' 46 139 49
$500 or more 39 42 29 14 26 23
Mother's Education

_Less than high school degree 20% - ; 3% 31% . 21% 27%
High school graduate 16 14 28 23 © 19 26
Some college 35 37 35 33 36 32
College graduate or more 29 49 34 - 13 25 16
Ethnicity

" Black 50% 7% 26% 73% 53% 70%

White 43 83 64 16 28 24
Asian 6 10 ., 8 3 14 4

Family Structure/Mother's

Labor Force Status

Single Parent 29% 18% 31% 38% 25% 41%

\
\

Working 12 18 13 25 12 ' 25
Not Working 17 - 18 14 13 16
Two Parent 71% 83% 70% 62% 75% 60%
Working (both) 32 38 48 38 43 41

Working(one) 39 44 22 24 32 18
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the Hall had gone with a school class, only 3% had gone with a
parent. At the other extreme, 22% of school visits to the
Explofatorium were by children from high income families, while
they accounted for 42% of trips with parents.: The differences
based on stratification by mother's education are most dramatic.
Children whose mothers had not graduated from high school accounted
for a quarter of schbol class visits to the Hall, but none of them
went with their parents. Only 12% of children who had gone to the
Hall with a school class had mothers who were college graduates,
while 49% of visits with parents were by children with mothers
whq_were college graduates.

The overwhelming proportion of black children who went to
the Lawrence Hall of Science went with a school class. Blacks
accounted for only a small proportion of trips with parents
while the converse is the case for whites. Finally, as with
the Oékland Museum, children of two-parent families made up a

much larger proportion of trips with a parent than did children

from sihgle—parent families.
|
ThelExploratorlum in San Francisco drew Oakland sixth graders

.in a dlsérlbutlon falling between those of the two\museums des-.
cribed appve. Black children and chlldren from low 1ncome or
single—paient families were substantially more likely to have
gone with their parents to the Exploratorium than to the Lawrence
Hall of Science. For school visits there was a smaller difference

between the two institutions. Since the Exploratorium is somewhat

further from Oakland than the Hall of Science, the difference in
/

/

/
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attendance with parents cannot be explained simply by distance.
Thézdifference reflects parents' and children's preferences based
on %rior visits, word-of-mouth, and publicity, as well
as other factors influencing the choices of a family outing.
Regardless of these specif&c qualities of family travel decisions,

it is clear that visits with- school classes greatly increase

disadvantaged students' chances of seeing these museums.

Zoo, Agquarium, Marine World

Thisldiverse set of activities reflects classic "distance
decay" travel decisions. The Zoo is‘in the Oakland hills and 57%
of the children had been there during the year. Overall 94% of
the children in our sémple say that they have been to the Zoo at
some tHme in their life the highest proportion of any aétivity
studied). The Aguarium is in San Francisco, about 20 miles
from Oakland, and 30% of the children had been there during the
Survey year. Marine World, a popular Bay Area amusement park,

is the farthest from Oakland, élmost 40 miles away, and only
23% of the sample say that they had béep there during the Yyear.

In the case of all three facilitieé a somewhat smaller pro-
portion of high»income children had gone during the year. This
is interesting given that these are mostly fee charging activities
and private transportation costs are considerable. As we will
see below,school sponsorship (and subsidizihg) of trips accounts

for some of these differences.

y | 57
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Ethnic differences in use are large and significant.
Whereas 66% of blacks had been to the 2oo during the year,
only 42% of whites and 13% of Asians had been there. Similar
ethnic differences are found for Marine World and in slightly
atfenuated form for the Agquarium.

Perhaps most notable for our purposes, a much larger propor-
tion of children had been to the Zoo with parents than with
their school class (35% against 15%), while about equal propor-
tions had been to Marine World with parent and school class
(43% against 40%). Only in the case of the Aquarium is "school
dominance" in evidence (67% against 23%). .

For the Aquarium—-£he school dominated activitcy--the pattern
is much like that which we have seen above for the museums.
Lower income children and children from families in which mothers
have less education made up the largest proportions of Aquarium
visitors who had gone with a school class. méhiiafen from upper
income families and tﬁose with more education were more likely
to have gone with their parents. Blacks comprise most of those

who have gone.with.school classes. Finally, children from single-

paren£”faﬁiiies represent over half of the school class visits

to the Aguarium but éhiy a quarter of the parent-child trips.
The\Zod and Marine World are our two examples of activities

that children did more often with parents than with school classes.

As noted earlier, 39% of children who had been to the Zoo during

the year went with their own parents’, only 15% with a school class.

(The rest went with siblings, friends, friend's parents or other

\ - 98
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crganized groups.) The comparable figures for Marine World are
43% and 40%. |

The Zoo is the city's’most popular facility for children.
Virtually all of the respondents had been there at some time and
more than half had been there during the year of our stﬁdy. By
income grd%p, among those who went to the Zoo, about the same

proportions had been there with school and parent. , :

By ethnicity, blacks accounted for a larger proportion of
school trips to the Zoo and a somewhat lesser amount of family
trips. White children accounted for about three times as many
trips with parents as with school. Fifty-eight perceﬁt of

 schoolvtrips were by children from single-parent families, 38%
of theAfamily‘thﬁE”WEEE’EEEia}en frdm single-parent families.

While Oakland's Zoo reseribles the city Museum in terms of
the patterns of attendance, Marine World has a pattern All its
own. Here family resources are extremely important. With
increasing family income a larger proportion of trips are with
parents rather than school. Similarly, families with higher
parental education levels make up a larger proportion of family
trips. An extraordinary finding is that fully 92% of school
trips to Mérine Wworld were by blacks, while none were by whites

In contrast blacks accounted for just 28% of the trips

or Asians.
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with parents. Finally, as in the case of most ofkthese activi-
ties, children of single parents made up the majority of.those 
who.had been to Marine World with a school class while childreg
of two-parent families made up the majority of those who had
Been with parents.

We can complete this analysis by looking more closely at
the role of the school and family as a source of exposure to
these citywide and regional facilities. The evidence is reported
in Table 13. If a child attends a school which received federal
Title I compensatory education funds, and he or she has gone to
any of the activities described, the trip was more likely (except
in the case of the Zoo) .to have been a school trip. If a child
does not attend a Title I school, with respect to places where
there is an admissions charge--Zoo, Aquarium and Marine World--
the trip was.more likely made with parents. In every case
chilaren from Title I schools were more likely to have gone
with the school than were children from pon-Title I schools.
On the other hand, ineevery case but one, children who did not
attend Title I schools were more likely than their Title I counter-
parts to have gone to a particular facility with their parents.

The extensive use of Title I funds ég subsidize these
outings is evidence of their widely recognized educational value,
or at least of the ease with which they can be integrated into
an elementary school program. Resource allocations for trips
_are made by principals and teachers at each school. Although

Title I funds are awarded to schools in Oakland if they have a

T . ‘ - 60




TABLE 13
Sources of Exposure to "Community Wide" and "Region Wide" Facilities
Child Attends Title-I School © Cchild Does Not Attend Title I School
’ and . , and '

Went with School Went with Parent Went with School Went with Pa;ent
Facility A
- Oakland Museum 75% 11% 45% 36%
Lawrence Hall of Science 85 i3 55 25
Lxploratorium 86 6 ’ 57 o 26
Zoo 17 39 y 9 38
Aquarium 77 17 32 48
Marine World 49 34 : 7 77
—
R [
61 !
w
N
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certain level of low-income oOr under-achieving students, the
characteristics of ah individual child are not a factor in-deter-
mining whether he or she goes on any particular trip. In other
words, the sﬁbsidy goes to the school rather than "following the 0
child," a policy adopted in some school'distriéts.

No doubt the findings presented here about proportions of trips
taken with parents and with classes are influenced by the fact
that Oakland's Title I 'schools are.pfedominantly black aﬁd have,
on average, more single parents, lower family ;nommm and lower average
years of parental education than non-Title I schools. Other
papers based on Time Study data explore in more detail this
relationship between school and family resources in the

exposure to cultural opportunities}

We have now dascribed children's use of six non-
neighborhood facilities. We have seen significant differenéeé"
in levels of use and sources of exposure across social groups
and across type-of facility. These differences sometimes reflect
constraints on access (proximity, material resources, educational
background reflecting cultural resources) and sometimes differences
in interests and preferences. Overall, Oakland's citywiue facil-
ities drew surprisingly well among all social groups, suggest-
ing an interest on the part of the Zoo and Museum leadership in
reaching a broad spectrum of the community. The most dramatic
. differences across groups occur at the regibnal level where cost,
distance and facility specialization significantly affect use

patterns, thereby increasing the importance of public subsidies

as a mechanism for equalizing children's cultural opportunities.

R
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Neighborhood, Citywide and Regional Services
As an Analytical Context

This description of children's use of various out-of-school
facilities and services providgs background for the discussion that
follows. To beéin)with, it is clear that these kinds of oppor-
tunities are vdlued by children. Neighborhood facilities attract
large numbers of child users and are clearly important on a day-to-
day basis. Citywide and regionwide facilities are, for a variety
of reasons, less frequently utilized but nonetheless encountered by
the majority of preadolescent children in the course of a year.

Only a small literature has focused on children's use of
neighborhood and community facilities. As a result, it is easy
to lose sight of the special role they play in the lives of
children. Since children do not lobby politically on their own
(and do not constitute an intefest group in traditional terms), their
facility use patterns are the only data with which we can evaluate
the significance of various publicly provided services directed
at them. *

This cluster of serviceslis hardly a "frill" from the perspec-
tive of young people. They use the facilities and services to
meet wvarious needs, although not always in the conventional fashi&n;
The services, as we shall see, often have developmenta% and "pro-
educational" agendas that complement acfivities and. programs*at

school. For that reason we must view them as far more central to

the well-being of children than adults often presume. Understand-

ing their role in children's daily lives provides a context within
which we shall éxplore the impact of the contemporary urban fiscal
crisis

-
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URBAN FISCAL STRAINS AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES

Close examination of the history of children's recreational
and cultural serviéss should disabuse us of any not;ons that
they have existed "outside" of major political, ideological
and economic processes. ' Rather; iinkages between tﬁe‘serv- '
ices»and the larger social system provide the substance for

assessment of their current predicament.

Perhaps the most important set of linkages is.that compris-
ing the urban fiscal crisis. Revenues and budgets delimit the
bpundaries of change in urban services. When fiscal conaitions
-are relatively stable, these boundaries are well-known and
incentives .and risks are reasonably prsSictable. When they
are not, %? at present, the situation, aven in the relatively
short run, is fraught with uncertainty. In this section and the -
following one we intend to describe this period of uncertainty
and transition. First, we will provide a context of ‘political
and economlc developments in which to place the services. Then,
in the next section, we will.examine the responses of service
providers, clients and politicians tosthe tax revolt and fis-
cal strains associated with California's Proposition 13. That

response encompassesS both immediate crisis management and the ' |

beginnings of fundamental re-organization of the services. And

7

while'the situation as a whole is unique, there are, in these
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\responses, important elements of continuity with the resolution

of past difficulties.

. Growing up with Local §overnment -

Three broad characteristics of the role of children's serv-
ices in local qovernment provide a basic framework for under-
standing the recent flscal history. First, the sérvices have

’ evolved into substantial mun1c1pal bureaucrac1es, complete with

a largely unionized’or professional workforce; routinized, often
cumbersome administration and freqguent managerial turbulence.

Second, the services have remained pfimarilx local in funding

and control, in increasingly sharp contrast to other services
which have seen massive growth in state and federal involvement.

Third, the services remain in, a fundamentally ambiguous position

) concerning their main objectives. They have sought legitimacy
¢ both as an instrument of social reform and as a conventional,
non-controversial collective gooa, and have not garnered éﬁough
' support in either role to ensure a stabie niche as an "essential
service." Tﬂese threé characteristics of children's services'
emerge from their history, which we can briéfly summarize here,l/‘
Children of urban working-class immigrant families were the first
recipients, in the 1890's, of playgrounds and programsAdesigned
gpecifically for recreation. While the ideological roots of -
these services went back to the 1830's, it took the pressure
of industrialization,and urbanization during the Progressive Era
to establish recreation as a social mévement. Led by upper-class

b
v

philanthropists and educators, the recreation movement sought to

ERIC ’. 67
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create a niche between SChOOlS, public health and social welfare

3

‘agencies, where they could address certain special, largely unmet,

needs ot}childrep “Their prOgram was intended not just to amuse
young peopYe or keep them out"of trouble, but to sociaXize them
to the values of the dominant American culture.

By 1920 the recreation movement had succeeded in making the

basic program universal in large cities, and the focus shifted

to the leisure needs of adults. Public libraries, which had

_followed a parallel route from privately sponsored children's

rooms to substantial municipal edifices also shifted their empha-
sis somewhat. ?he two services flourished in the twenties in the
cities, but found that with the Depression their source of local
public support diéSipated quickly.

The funding crisis brought on by the Depression held a source
of salvation, however, since the Federal government stepped into
the field for the first time. Recreation leadership and the con-
struction of parks, libraries/and other cultural facilities became

a major component of every federal youth employment program The

New Deal also created 6,000 new recreation councils in small towns,
K r

]
which became the basis ,forgermmmmt commissions.

In the two decades after World War 11, recreational and cul- -
tural services regained their primary orientation toward young
children, particularly during‘the period of great suburban devel-
opment. The nuober of new facilities and programs grew tremen-
dously, part of the child=centered life style sought by so ﬁany

yodng families. Concurrently, families remaining in central cities
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watched as their older facilities became obsolete and ever more
inadeguate. By the mid-sixties, the failures of urban recrgation
(and to a lesser extent, libraries) were repéatedly cited as cén—
tributing causes of poor school achievement, juvenile crime and
civil disorders. |

With the War on Poverty, a second importan£ périoa of major
federal involvement in recreation and cultural services provision
began. Recreation was seen as an imaediate form of "social‘contrcl"
of youth, and a way of dissipating‘tension and stress in urban
ghettos. But many of the leaders hired under these new programs
saw themselves as ocmmunity organizers rather than "soft cops."
The tension betweén t;; dual purposes of these youth programs in
time contributed to the withdrawal of federal support, once again
leaving local governments with a new stratum of bureaucracy.
Through the 1970's both city and suburban agencies alike have
sought to diversify and modernize their service to attract a
relatively shrinking youth population, one which has access to
many more commercial alternatives when compared to the old. play-
grounds and lending libraries of the past generations.

" So within this historical context, it is clear that in many
Ways recreational and cultural services "grew up" with local
government. They were established as municipal responsibilities
at a time when many other reform-oriented institutions were like-

wise becoming public. From experimental "sand gardens" énd read-~-

ing rooms the services developed into extensive networks of
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neighborhood-~level and centralized facilities with programs for

ﬁeOple of all ages. 1In the early decades of this growth most
pol;ticél issues concerned the expansion of facilities and pro-
grams: whom to serve, where to locate. The ingernal workings

of the érograms were relatfvely simple and usuaﬁly not contro-
versial. As local recreation and culture agenéies became univer=
sal and the levels of seryvice rose, so did the degree of bureau-
cratic complexity and the Qumper of active interest groups.
Increasing}y, the adminiétrative procedures of municipal agencies
became the focus of polﬁtical disputes, and were often targeted
as obstacles to innova{ion and equity.

In terms of local| fiscal commitments [for these services and
the sizegof the supporiting bureaucracies,‘these programs have
been well entrenched ih the local governTent services "package."
Municipal park and rec&eation expenditures, for exampie, have
accounted for a remarkdbly steady proportion (roughly two percent)
of lccal government expﬁnditures throughout this century (Table la).
During that _period the p\r capita and absolute expenditures for
parks and recreation havj\grown substantially (Tablelb) but not
disproportionately to othé% government fuctlons.‘

The'political and adm%vistrativefprocesses by which recrea-
tion and\culture agencies have Operated have been similarly con-
sistent Qath other domains o& local government. Parks construction

and maintenance yeilded its f%lr share of clubhouse patronage

and "honest graft" in the heyi ays of urban polltlcal machines.
: , \

N \
Y
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TABLE 1

State and Local Government Expenditure on
Parks and Recreation: 1902 tc 1976-77

A ' B o

Percent Local Government o Per~Capita—State and
Spent on____..— TLocal Expenditures on
Year rParksfand”Récrgation Parks and Recreatlo?

1376-77 2.3% $22.72

1975-76 2.4 18.00

1974-75 2.4 16.24

1973-74 2.4 13.96

1972-73 2.2 12.20

1971-72 2.2 11.13

1969-70 2.3 9.29

1966-67 2.2 6 52 !
1962 2.2 ‘ 4.77

1952 2.0 3.57

1948 1.8 2,06

1944 2.0 - 0.89

1938 2.1 0.81 (1936)
1934 2.4 1.18 (1932)
1927 2.6 ' 1.29

1922 2.0 0.77

1913 3.2 _ 0.59

1902 3.3 | 0.37

Source: US Census of Governments, (1977) Historical Statistics
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TABLE. 2

U.S. Municipal Expenditures on
Recreation and Libraries: 1976-77

Parks
(thousands) and
Library Recreation
Total Expenditure ‘ '
Direct Municipal Expenditures $ 656,089 $ 2,503,571
Current Operation
Total 581,975 1,857,588
Salaries and Wages 369,634 1,170,092
Other 212,341 687,496
Capital Outlay
Total 74,114 645,983
Construction 49,497 478,817
Other 24,617 167,166

Source: U.S. Census of Governments, (1977) Municipalities
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administrative reforms from civil service to program budgeting were
implemented in libraries and youth centers as extensively as in
sanitation or police. The clash between machine and reform
management philosophies, so common in American urban history,
has been prominent in parks and recreation as much as any aspect
of government.

Just as many of the issues in recreation and culture paralleled
those of other urban services, so do many of the active interest groups.
Organizations such as the American Library Association and the
National Recreation and Parks Association developed standards by
which fo measure local servicés, and have helped foster proges-
sional‘identi£y and public acceptance. The associétions trace
their origins to the social reform movements of the Progressive
Era, but in recent decades have often been more "establishment"
than reformer., In the 1960's and 70's challenges from caucuses
'of ethnic minorities and women, and from advocates of non-tradi-
tional forms of service have jolted the associations in a manner
comparable to other professions. For now it is sufficient to
recognize that\these groups developed within the general contours
of American serv&#e professions, and are themselves potentially
powerful voices in fiscal crisis politics.

Public employee unions have also become important actors
in the policy-making process for recreation and culture, though
their?growth has been relatively recent. Many full-time, perma-
nent workers in these services are covered by collective bargain-

ing agieements, in proportions generally following the level of

.
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unionization as a whole in an area. Because of their relatively
small numbers, the staffs of museums, libraries and recreation
departments are generally in "grab-bag locals" including workers
from a variety of services. As we shall see shortly, this can
have important consequences for the type of political action
these groups undertake. Staff who work with children are rarely
in their own bargaining units. Thus, unlike school teachers,

the mere presence of labor activism does not automatically create
high public visibility for issues concerning children. Also

the high proportions of temporary and part-t.me wofkers and the
extensi?e use of volunteers combine to give these services a

more dlver51f1ed labor force than most public services. Yet
other services are increasingly employing these kinds of flex1ble
staffing arrangements, sO some once distinctive features of cul-
tural and recreational programs are becoming more commén.

While most of the above description emphasizes the things
that children's services share in common, with other local govern-
ment services, there are still important dissimilarities. One
such difference is that these programs are highly dependent on
locally generated revenue. ?Pough there are noteworthy exceptions
(some of which we will discuss), recreation and culture have seen

q?nly limited state and federal assis%ance compared to other
functions, especially education, welfare and health. Funds for
capital improvements have always been a key element of federal aid
for these services. When only operating expenses are considered
the prOportioﬁ of local funding is even higher. A corollary of

low state and federal spending is a lack of mandates from those
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entities determining how local governments should organize these
services. Local decisionmaking is more firmly established in
libraries, parks and recreation than almost any other function
of municipal government.

The high degree of local financing means, in most caées,
that the property tax has been the dominant source of revenue
for these services. In the wake of Proposition 13, the property
tax has yielded California cities less revenue, and even in |
states without fiscal containment legislation there has been
a trend toward reduction in the share of local expenditures
covered by property taxes.g/ And increased involvement
of states in the funding of culture and recreation raises for
the first time some ssues which are more familiar where public
scﬁools are concerned. Does the state have the power, responsi-
bility or will to eqgualize expenditures'among municipalities?
Will the state take an active hand in running the services,
and what consequences mig?t that entail?

Answers to these questions would imply development of compre-

hensive policies vis a vis the services where none have existed.

This could mean more attention given by legislators and policy-
"makers to the usually implicit tension among different objectives
of children's services. Our historical analysis, presented in
detail elsewhere, shows that attempts to establish these programs
have been founded on either their potential as activist social

services, or their value as basic non-controversial providers of

leisure activities. 1In the first mode, cdultural and recreation
o
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programs might gain legitimacy by being part of the "solution"
to critical problems such as crime and unemployment, The second
model is less ambitious, but consequently has usually offered
more stability. While different historical periods have seen
either the social reform or thé leisure orientation dominant,
the current situation seems to have brought out both approaches
as defenses against budget reductions. Conservatives such as
Howard Jarvis, co-author of Proposition 13, argued that parks
and recreation were "property-related" services and therefore
not the target of his tax-cutting initiative. On the other hand,
residents of low income inner-city areas have been arguing that
these services, and libraries as well, are needed as Aeterrents
to social problems like juvenile crime.

The rhetorical defenses -of children's services may be diverse
and with historical precedents, but they are not necessarily
effective. For cultural and recreational services are not in
control of their own destiny. Even though they do not, necessarily,
constitute the "fat" in government which taxcutters have sought
to éliminate, they bear some of the heaviest budget reductions.
Even though they might mobilize considerable political support,
they must compete for scarce resources with other functions whose
claim on public funds is undeniably more urgent. Therefore,
in order to understand the possibilities for children's culture
Ahd recreation services, we must see how they fit into the broader

N

urban fiscal crisis.
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Budget Cutting vs. Fiscal Stress

Children's services may be immersed in long-term structurgl
fiscal stres but what they mainly experience from month to month
is a succession of immediate budget crises. The scenarios of
actual or threatened reduction of services have an internal logic
which is somewhat independent of the complex, diverse causes of
long-term fiscal stress. The closing of -libraries evokes simi-
lar responses in a state with a large tax surplus and one with
a substantial debt. Proposed layoffs of recreation staff gener-
ates a particular kind of political reaction, regardless of
whether there is a "taxpayers' revolt" in progress. The best.
‘éuide to the impact of Oakland's Proposition 13-related service
”reduc;idns, for example, was a 1976 budget cutting episode in
that city, rather than any factors related to the 1978 intia-

" tive itself. 1In short, there is a micro-politics of austerity
in each community which engages most of the regular interest
groups in reaction to a given set of fiscal circumstances. In
the following chapter we will descrzbe how a var;ety of california
communities coped’with the impact of Proposition 13 on services
for children. But while much of thatiprocess might be understood
in terms of a seemingly stable set of interest groups and bureau=-
cratic processes, there is more at issue.h.%e must ex~lore the
ways in which.that political process around children's services
is iﬁself changing. In this sense, i1wunicipal budget cutting

episodes and taxpayer dissatisfaction need to be understood

in historical and political context. ' 7
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Most of the research on urban fiscal stress has undertaken
the task of ekplaining the remarkable growth in public expen-
ditures, especially of statenand local government. The fact
of that growth is not so much at issue here, but its causes and
its relatiohship to the political process are our concern. Ingi-
far as Proposition l3and related fiscal containment measures
signify a reversai'%é.the‘expansionary trend or at least a slow-
iné of that growth, these prior theoretical perspectives may
séem somewhat dated. Yet even the fiscal éontainment controver-
sies should be seen as a response to the loné-range trends ‘in

the growth of state and local government.

Another broad task of a theoryfof fiscal crisis is to explain

the wideningmgéps between revenue and expenditures. The expansion
of government would not pfesent‘the same kinds of problems if
the resources necessary to sustain that growth were readily
available. Also, a usefdl theory of fiscal stress should account
for the dynamics Sf change in political structures which occﬁfs
in response to a crisis situation.

These are three very different tasks, so it is not surpris-
ing that most analysis tends to focus on only one or two of
them and-thereby provide only a partial explanation of fiscal
crisis.0 In contrast, the few overarching structural analyses

which havge been developed seem toO miss the variability and the

salience of particular local conditions. We suspect that our

purposes would be best served by some kind of middle-range perspec-
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tive, and that one can eventually emerge from critiques of the
exceedingly general and excessive_y specialized analyses that
predominate foday. | |

Children's interests have been espwcially poorly researched
by those concerned with urban fiscal problems. Advocates and
scholars of tﬁe different services for yodng people seldom
address their common situation. Evén rarer is an analysis which
cuts across agency lines and attempts to link immediaté budget-
ing issues to the long-term prospects for public support for
these programs. In an attempt to do these two things, we must
examine both numerous partial explanations that have been advanced
to explain urban fiscal problems,'and also consider the poten-
tial value of a more comprehensive theoretical framework. For
as we have shown so far, the future of childfen's out-of-school
services is_inseparably”bOUnd'up with the course of local govern-

ment as a whole.

Particularistic Explanations’ ~

In 1975, when New York City had less company in its advanced
state of fiséél distress than it does today, that city's unique
civic responsibilities and structure of governance were frequen%ly
blamed for its deficits. New York did have somewhat more extensive
commi tments than most municipélities, especially in hospitals
and higher education. New York bore a higher proportion of wel-

fare costs than most cities, included,a proportionately larger

dependent population. 1Its ponderous; highly centralized government

-
~
N
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seemed to escalate the cost and minimize.the effectiveness of

L all kinds of services. Yet in the final analysis) New York's
: special features only help to explain why. it was the first of
o | many major cities to approach default in recent times. For exam-

\ ple, Morris, in his recently published history of the city's bud-
\ get crises, shows that New York's salary levels and expenditures
for most city services were not out of line with those of the
nation's ten largest Cities.é/ Since some of those cities have
recently expefieﬂced major budget problems, it is necessary to
recognize that while every city has unique characteristics,
virtually all of them will experience some kind of fﬁndamental
difficulties. Also, fiscal stresé is no longer only a féatdre
of large city governments. Chronic revenue shortfalls are now
\being experienced in ail kinds of suburbs and rural communities.
;@his relativelyrrecent phenomena needs'to;be analyzed systemati-
¢ally, with attention to the relationships between cities and

suburbs as well as the diversity among suburban communities.

\' Even when the factors contributing to New York Cityus plight

. : can be identified as general urban phenomena they do not provide
an ‘adequate explanation for crisis conditions. Certainly poor
management techniques and inadequé%e leadership are common enough,

but they do little to explain the origins of the tremendous growth

of expenditures, (a tripling in New York between 1965 and 1925).5/

Nor does it help much to single out the redistributive function

;-

that urban governments in the United States have taken on. Undoubt-

¢

edly some social spending has been intended to lesser income
. - \ N

ineguality through transfer payments and public sector employment.

ERIC : 50
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And without quastion many of these initiatives were ill oonceived,
awkward, cynical and wasteful. But regardless of tﬁe verdict
concerning the redistributive nature of recent urban spending,t
it cannot alone account for the fiscal crisis. For much, if |
not most government spending was not of th;s type, but rsther
served the interests of large capital, or of entrenched ﬁiddle-
class "producer interests” in tﬁe service bureaucrecies. What
is needed is an approach that can account for the diversity of

demgnds made on urban government, rather than ekplanations

- that target a particular group as the prime beneficiary, whether

it be the poor, ethnic mioorities, civil servants, local businesses,
national and muitinational corporations, organized crime or cor-
rupt officials.

Another promising angle oo urban fiscal crisis focuses oh>
the erosion or dispersal of local tax bases, contingent on the
locational shifts of capital and residential in&estment. The
migration of much industry and commerce to the suburbs, along with
a. large segment of the mrodle class, has of coﬁgse for decades
been the domlnant fact of\hetropolltan spatial ‘dynamics. The
1ncreased service levels, higher costs and shrlnklng "tax base
of New York and many other central cities have been contributing to
fiscal strains for many years. Furthermore, recent shifts in
prlvate and public 1nvestment between regions of the country
(often overs1mpllf1ed as a Sunbelt/Frostbelt competltlon) have
also contributed to the sense that locational factors are of
central importance, aﬁh that fiscal stress may just be a cor-

ed

allary of a city's economic "obsolescence

81
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But no matter how serious these capital'shifts may'be, they

are never simply egquivalent to the flscal condltlon of cities.
5 / . 4

Fl

As;Friedland, Piven%and Alford write:
—_

v w

American cities have experienced fiscal strains -
at earlier historiecal junctures, at periqds when
capltal was concentrating in the cities, not desert-
ing them. And not all cities, either in thé United
States or in Western Europe, that are suffe rlng fis- .
oal strains are the victims of territorial shifts : '
in capital invest gnt.  In short while some empiri- ' .
cal verification can be found for all of these asser- '
tions, they do not propose an explanation of fiscal .o
strains commensurate with their perennial and wide- :
spread occurrence. » o S .

. . :

There.are numerous partlalexplanatloﬁE and it is nelther p0551ble_- ©o
nor necessary to "choose" among them solely on the basls of emplr- .
ical ev1dence. A general theory of urban fiscal crisis that \\\

is eclectic but still rigorous would be very useful. Unfortlnately,

such a theory 1s still in the embryonlcgstages, as an examination . \\
‘ ' - =

of one major line of argument and the numcrous crlthues 1t has

attracted will show. ) -

A Structural Theory '0of Fiscal C;¥sis . . C

s

One starting p01nt for a general theory of flscal stress demands .«
an enumeratﬁpn of the ﬁunctlons of . the modern capltallst state,
rather than\én analysis of particular services or levels of govern-

ment. .This 1s the approach taken iffiY the w1dely c1te@ framework
6/
developed by O' Connor. In this framework there is a dual nature
to public sector activities. On the one hand, the government plays |

[ " §

a crucial and expanding role in the economy; through direct enhance-
ment of productive capacity and the reproduction of a viable

labor force. On the other hand, .the maintenance and legitima-

3

tion of the social order is also necessarily largely & ‘governmen=
Q * o B .

]
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t

tal function. In performing both of these broad functions the
state is absorbing many of thevcosts of economic ﬁevélopment,\
while appropriation of the profits from that development remains
basically private. That rule of socialiéaﬁion of costs and pri-
vatization of profits is,in neo-Marxian terms, the hallmark of

a capitalist state. 1In a deern capitalist state, such as the
United States, fiscal crisis is an inherent tendency resulting
from increased demands on the state and a structural incapacity
to cover the costs of meeting those demands.

What are the general categories of public spending, and how
can some particular services and programs be characterized? One
of the longstanding areas of public iqyolvgment in the economy has
been development or subsidy of physical infrastruc-
tiare, including the transportation, utilities, and land improvements
so essential to industrial and agricultural enterprisea These
activities, along with government sponsored research and develop-
ment intended to create new industrial technclogies, are known

as social investment. Social security and various aspects of

141

health and education which contribute to the reproduction of the

labor force -are forms of social consumption, an indirect support of

&

capital accurmlation. Police and welfare (and national defense)

are the most often cited examples of social expenses, tasks of

maintaining order and a minimal level of legitimacy for the system.

Most social expenses are directed at the "surplus population,”
‘4

those who bear the brunt of structural unemployment and who, when

3

they can work, are largelyﬂsegregatedrin the least stable and

least desirable jobhs.
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In practice, though, few services gre pure examples of any
one function, and the intermingliné of phrposes must be understood
;s a basic feature of many public %ctivities. This is especially
true of services for children. Edgcation\is clearly a social

\k

expense in certain situations, a gioomy “wa?ehousing" of ghetto
&oungsters, but it is never without some cogpection to prepara--
tion for the labor market. Recregtion and cdltural serviceé for
children are in a similarly split position. Various federal
initiatives during the Depression and .the 196Qfs made urban
recreation a key element of employment policy épd the social con-
trol of youth. The origins of the municipal agencies in the
Progressive Era exhibit a duvality of socializing‘ﬁarking class
immigranf children and pro&iding healthy, basié¢ leisure .or

o~

‘all classes of people. The dichotomy between a social service

“and a leisure program, which we showed above to be intrinsic to

children'® programs, is akin to a dual role of social consump-

1

tion and social expense. Even these programs theh, though

they represent only a sméll proportion of public spending, are
subject to the same general imperatives as larger 'services whose
goals are more frequently made explicit. ;

Perhéps the begt developed and most helpful eﬁement of
O'Connor's theory, for our purposes, is the explanation of the
gfbwtﬁ of public expenditures. Thé structural necessity of an
increasingly active, interventionist, non-neutral éovernment is
b

convincingly argued, and its general functions are easily recog-

nizable, if not always discrete. By establishing é plausible logic
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for the growth of governﬁent, ‘the theory takes a burden off
parﬁigularistic assertions of the influence of individuals or ’
social groups.

But a general structural theory runs the risk of determinism,
thch greatly lessens its value, in at least two important respects.
First, the long-term growth of public spending has not been
steady or automatic, nor is the growth of any particular service
simply determined by its functional utility. There are all kindé
of historical contingencies and counter-trends which also define
tﬂgir current situations. In the following section on the recent

deceleration of the growth of government some of these counter-

trepds are discussed. - !

The second weakness of a déterministic theory is that it sug-
gests that crisis is ever present. This is not true in a praéti-
cal sense, for crisis»éhould also be seen as an inherently politi-
cal and variable condition. While there are always conflicting
structural tendencies toward fiscal str:' n, an actual crisis,
if the term has any real meaning, is an evisodic phenomenon. It
is a time when the conventional resolutions to contradictions do
not work, and the conditions for fundamental change are apparently

set. In the concluding section of this chapter some of the more

comron political elements of urban fiscal crises will be outlined.
LN

We shall argue that variability of government spending growth and

» o
L]

of political definitions of fiscal crisis represent a middle range
of ingquiry, between the particularistic, single-cause theories,
- o

and the macroeconomic structural frameworks which miss so much

of the actual content of urban chande. This middle range 1is




III-19

relatively undeveloped, but may be the most productive level

at which to understand fiscal containment issues as théy affect
specific populations, such as ch;}dren, and specific services,
such as out-of- school recreation, education and culture.

Counter-trends to the Growth of Government

-
»

Notwithstanding the long-term trend of government expansion,
the réte of expenditure growth in constant dollars now appears to
be decelerating, independent of the effect of recent fiscal con-
Fainment legislation. As a 1979 RAND report concludes:

Over the last four years, the average rate of annual
increase for the three levels of government has been
half what it was between 1949 and 1975. The rate
has shrunk the most for federal and local spending;
only state spending even approaches its historical
rates, and...it t9o may slow down further before
long. (Table 3 )L :

RAND also reports a similar leveling off of government spending as

a proportion of GNP and public sector employment. The 1979 level-

-

ing off point represents roughly a triplihg of per capita spending

since World war II at each level of government, measured in 1967

?

dollars.jy

> The RANb indicators may well have pinpointed a major counter-
trend to the long term growth of public spending, but there are a
number of reasons why prevailing public perceptions are still domi-
nated by images of an expanding government. First, to reiterate,

k4
the downturn in the growlh rote is a relatively short-term phenom-

enon and still represents an overall absolute increase after adjust-
ing for inflation. The high inflation rate which has prevailed

over this period has caused the dollar awounts of government bud-

o ) ' 8 6
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TABLE 3

State, Local and Federal Spending:

1929-1979
(In $ billion 1967)

i .A. Expenditures All
Year Local State Federal Levels
1929 11 . 4 4 19
+ 1939 - 20 7 18 45
1949 18 12 53 83
1959 33 21 : 96 150
1969 68 39 153 260
1975 86 56 189 331
1979* 95 66 203 364
*Estimated

&9
B.Average Annual Rate of Change (%)
1929-1975 4.6 5.9 8.7 6.4.
1949-1975 6.2 6.1 5.0 5.5
1975-1979 2.3 4.1 1.8 2.4

Source: Anthony H. Pascal and Mark David Menchik, Fiscal
Containment: Who Gains? Who Loses? Report R-2494/IFF/RC, RAND,
Santa Monica, California, September 1979, p.2.

87




I1I-20

gets to grow at an even faster rate than before.* This is not
necessarily true for the budgets of local parks, recreation and
cultural agencies, however. As we shall see in the next

chapter, their disproportionately large cutbacks sometimes

measures took effect.
Another aspect of the size of government is the elusive but
important issue of productivity. Over the last five years num-

-erous examples of higher costs per unit of service have become

prominent. There are, in many metropolitan area school districts,

fewer §tudents~but more educational personnel and much higher
per-pupil costs. The pattern of fewer direct servicés and greater
overhead expenses is a common perceptivn, if not always precisely
defined or accurately measured. 1In a case study of
service productivity RAND found that in Los Angeles 86%

of the increase in government spending between 1973 and 1978.

was due to inflation, higher salary levels for the same employees,
and other factors not indicative of any increase in the level of
services provided. And Zevin used similar data to critique

9/

the structural theory we alluded to above:— <

* .It is not ourAihEention here to digcuss the fundamental relation-
ship between government spending and inflation, a highly contro-

versial topic. This point concerns only the literal increase
in the size of budgets which can be attributed to inflated currency.




[0'Connor's argument]...suffers by comparison
with the realities of New York's actual
dilewma. Although municipal employment has
doubled, it is dubious whether the actual level
of services provided by the city government
has increased very much. Although welfare
and otner transfer-payment burdens have
increased over the past ten years, the rates
of increase have been far less than the trip-
l1ing of the city's budget, and furthermore,
the modest increases which have occurred seem
to be more related to the faltering of the
growth of the Monopoly Capital sector, rather
than its progress. .

As notéd earlier, children’s recreational and culturay
services were consistent with many of these trends in adminis-
trative practice. The phenomenon of increased costs ié really
the product of severél different factors which need to be seen
as part of an overall pattern. The obsolete physical plant
in older cities was being replaced at costs unavoidably much
higher than the original land and improvements. Public employee
salaries and benefits rose dramatically in a relatively short
period of time. New technologies were instituted with, high

start-up costs, but with savings due to efficienc§ accruing only

more gradually. New programs begun under special'federal grants

were continued under local funding when that original source was
terminated. For these and other, reasons more and ‘more mcey was
spent for the same or deteriorating levels of recreation and
cultural programming in many cities.

Finally the incidence of state and local taxes did not in
its overall effect support the iﬁage of "leveling off" which’the

aggregate expenditure data show. The yield from the more visible

4
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. taxes, especially on rcsidential property rose extremely gquickly

during this period, due mostly to inflation-fed increases in - “
assessed valuation and a gradual shift of the tax burden from

commercial to residential property. In some cases, most notably

California, the state increased its take to the point of bullding

a multi-billion dollar sufplus.gﬁ(Shortly after Proposition 13

passed in June, 1978, U.S. News and World Report showed 41 states
10/, M

with some kind of surplus.=—

We will return to the specific case of California in the
next chapter. Our point here is the diversity of coexisting fis-
cal conditions: some governments have large surpluses, others
face massive short-térm debts. Cutbacks in services have been
accompanied by unprecedented rises in property taxes. A deceler-
ation ofﬁthe overall growth rate has encompassed vastly different
rates for various levels of government, and for localities in
different economic circumstances. The more cne searches for )
the typical fiscal crisis, the more one finds a welter of contrast-

ing specific situations.

Crisis and "Normal" Fiscal Politics

Turning from economic indicators to political structures
and behavior concerning fiscal matters; we find that much more
has been written about "normalcy" than about "crisis." Not

surprisingly most analysts have tended to emphasize tlhte ways

Pl

in which urban governments seek ;to minimize turmoil and reduce

conflict over buaget and revenue issues. In -the broadest:sense

we can speak of two schools of thought--one "radical," often

neo-Marxian, and the other liberal or, as has become- fashionable, .

S0 _ o
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o

neo-conservative. (The labels are not fixed or particularly
important, of course, and are only rough ‘indicators of ideolog-
ical positions.)

From the radical perspective urban political structures are
: 11/

seen as largely designed to diffuse class conflict. Sometimes

this means that pub}ic services expand in response to popular
unrest, but usually in a way that co-opts the most potent chal-

s ~

lengers. Many interpretations of the War on Poverty, including

. its youth recreation component, take this approach.lg/ But
more basic barriers to fundamental change are seen in the pat-
tern of governmental jurisdictions itself. Many of the most
important activities which urban governments perform in the
interests of economic growth (urban renewal, infrastructural
development, subsidies to business) are effectively shielded
from popular challénge, or so thoroughly fragmented in a myriad
of agencies that they can rarely become solid political targets.
What remains most susceptible to effective political organizing
are community services, including recreation, education, police
and welfure, with which people have almost daily contact.
These services therefore absorb most of the conflict, at the local
level, while most of the factors that determine both the overall
resources available and the opportunitiés for the population remain

relatively unaccessible. Friedland, Piven and Alford summarize

this line of argument this way:
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...over time urban governments come to be
structured in ways which allow them both to

fhpport economic growth on the one hand, and *
to regulate: and manage political partici-

£

pation on theother. Urban governments are

organized in ways which allow them to absorb

political discontent through political parti-

gipation Which is limitgd to agencies apd 13/

issues which do not impinge upon economic growth .~

Irbnicdlly perhaps, most of tﬁe empirical research on urban

fiscal politics has not been done by people who share this per-
ception of structural constraiﬁts. Fortunately for us, given
our focus on California and Oakland in particular, some of the
most extensive analysis of these issues was undertaken by the
University of Célifornia's Oakland Project in the late 1960's
and early l970's.lﬁ/ Meltsner, for example, asserted that in
Oakland ten years ago, local revenue was a p8litical problem,
not an economic one. He detailed fhe ways in which, through
judicious manipulation of "tax publics" (the constituents
airectlx affected by and aware of a givén reveﬁue charge) offi-
cials could meet their basic revenue needs without drawing too
much politiéal fire.lé/ Some or these methods were already
employed,:he argued, but many others were not due presumably
to a lack of creativity or felt need on the part of officials.
Me}tsn@r, wildavsky, and otheré described the annual cycle»of the
pudgetary process in Oakland, which they saw as a routinized
procedure of bargaining, primarily between the city manager and
department heads.lé/ The typical result, notwithstanding public

posturing and even attempts to mobilize.constituencies, was a
& 0

small annual incremental increase in each departuent's budget.

- ‘9'2‘ |
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‘The more dramatic changes in Oakland's public, spending came from

the introduétion or withdrawal of federal ﬁrograms, which operated
by a rather different set of rules than the local budget."

Many of the Oakland Project's findings, if not their ideoiogi-
cal judgments, would appear to be co%sistent with the more rsdif
cal perspectives outlined above. 'Oakland's low profile tax policy,
as Meltsner described it, suited Friedland,et al., as "an example
of how key public decisions critically affecting accumulation

(the tax burden on large property owners) are bureaucratizea,
17/

rather than politicized, through conscious polititcal decision.”

The extreme fragmeantation of local government agtivities divided
between city, county, school district and numerous special districts)
often resulted in similar de-politicization. The massive “imple-
mentation problems".with federal job development programs reaffirmed
that much governmental assistance for economic growth was imper--
vious to popular sontrol. In fact,.as descriptlions of "normal
politics," even in as turbuysqt»a time as the late 1960's and

'early 1970's, the two perspectives mesh to reveal a dreat deal

about Oaklsnd and many?other American cities.

Our problem is ascertaining the utility of these perspectives

for understanding the particular fiscal crisis precipitated by

Proposition 13. And here, both perspectives are less immediately
fruitful.

The radical approach emphasizes that fiscal crisis is a per-

iodic, relatively rare situation. It develops when displaced

's8cial conflict, which has been converted into demands on the

government, threatens to overwhelm the mechaﬁisms designed to

~O
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diffuse and manage that conflict. Expenditures outstrip revenues,
€
and "...At these jungtures capital mobilizes within the framework

of these urban structdres to declare a fiscal crisis and subdue

popular demands." (emphasis added)

On its face}Proposition 13 seems to be a very different
scenario in many respects. It was a large surplus, rather than
a deficit, which *riggered much of the popular uprising. That

uprising was couched in demands for less goavernment, not more.

And it was the opponents of the initiatrye-(hardly representgtive
of capital in this context) who most vividly tried to "declare"
a crisis in order to protect services. To say that the theoreti-

cal argument fltS New York Clty or Cleveland better than California

is only to buttress our .earlier point--that there are 1mportant
dlfferences among fiscal crises that are as. yet not amenable to
an overa}l structural theory.

The "incrementalist" school of. budgeting and revenue is at
a‘similar loss to reconcfle Proposition 13 with eariier/frameworks.
It was initially a wvery large, highly politicized ont/to offi-
cials (at the staté level) who, by virtue of their extensive expe;
rience and resources, should have been able to manage "tax publics"
quietly for years to .come. * Instead, some of the very tactics
which formerly seemed so effective at reduC1ng the v151b111ty of
revenues became most problematic. ’

We should point out that some excellent accounts of Proposi-
tion 13's origins have come from observers associated witb these

perspectives. However, those accounts focus on the specificq

conditions in California and do not make extensive use of their
19/ - v

earlier work.
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The next chapter focuses on the political issues ‘surrounding
P;Spos;tion‘l3, two years after its passage. Thougﬁ, as- we said,
théré are continual fiscal strains iQ this situation, the fi;st
immediate crisis®has passed. Many administrators of children's
services are cléiming to be temporarily bgck in equilibrium and
at the same time warning of’an impending cataclysm by 1981-82
(when the state's. budget surplus d@y "run Qgt"). And, perhaps
not so surprisingly, the theoretical,apbroacheé‘which we have
discusseé‘here contribpte more to an undérgtandfég of this Bew,

precarious state of normalcy then they did to the unusual, vola-

tile happenings of 1973. _ ) .,

..

.
/
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CHILDREN'S SERVICES UNDER FIRE:
THE STRUGGLE FOR SURVIVAL AFTER PROPOSITION 13

T
On October 23, 1978, Howard Jarvis, co-author of Proposi-

tion 13--the California initiative limiting property taxes--was
Q

questioﬁeq\about some of its impacts on public services:

oy

Reporters Libraries are closing in Los Angeles.

How do you feel about that?

Jarvis: It doesn't bother me a damn bit.

R: Why not?

J: Well, because most of the children they're for
can't read. And I don't know what the hell good it
does to have the books there. ©Now I understand that
they're closing one day a week. Which doesn't bother
me at all. I have been familiar with libraries for
some time. Ninety percent of the time you could
shoot a cannon through and nobody's there...

Jarvis' extreme frankness, if not crudeness,bhad served his campaign

Qell; aﬁd in its aftermath he was free to escalate his assault

on elected officials, bureaucrats and many government programs.

His assessment of public libraries was, in lacoﬁic@and colorful _ "
terms, a statement of the "marginality q{isis" to which we have

been referring. Here Jarvis guestions nét just the effectiveness

of the service, but whether even children--supposedly a primary
clientele--really care about libraries anyway.

Strictiy speaking, Proposition 13 was only concerned with

property taxes--not libraries nor the fate of any particular

community service. Of course, in practice services themselves
were potentially affected, and California in mid-1978 was awash
‘with dire predictions of what would happen if the initiative

was adopted. Many estimates of its consequences for children’'s
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services implied that Jarvis' low opinion of their value would be
reflected in immediate, massive closures and cutbatks. ‘What

has actually taken place in the two years since is neither that

dramatic nor that simple. In this chapter we will examine

Prpoposition 13 and its particular impact on children's out-of-

<

school services. This will require, first, a general examination
of the Proposition i3 phenomenon és a context within which to
expiére‘the services of special interest to us here.

In the previoqf chapter we showed how issues of urban fiscal
s&égss have been de;éribed either very narrowly or Very broadl& .
such ,that they do not facilitate'thé'kind of impact analysis which
we are undertaking here. This is true of research around Propo-
sition 13 and related "tax rebellion" issues as well. At one
extreme, the initiative‘can be seen as the result of a seguence
of specific»events and ciréumstances, not likely to be repeated.

At the other extréﬁe it can be viewed as the culmination of
several years of growing taxéayer discontent, and an indicator
of a new "era of limits," not only in California but throughout

~
the country. There is some truth in both of these characteriza-
tions, for while Proposition 13 might not have prevailed had there
not been a certain set of fiscal and pdli%ical conditions in
California, it d;d,touch some unappreciated, powerful and gen-
eralized antipathy of the electorate toward government practices.

And although the initial political momentum it generated has

faded, it has nonetheless effectively redefined the politics

99
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of state éﬁd local fiscal éffairs. In order to understand the
political climate in which decisions about children's services
were (and are) being made,~we must: briefly summarize the economic
conditioné, campaign strategy and the climate of public opinion
in California at the time the initiative appeared on the ballot.

Prcposition 13 and Tax Equity

Property tax burdens had by 1978 become a serious problem
for %any Califernia residents. There should be no mi%gaking |
the\political primacy of this fact. K As a result of reformed
assessment practices and unprecedente%)inflation of housing
valrues, California homeowners ekperrénced enormous increases
in their property tax bills in the l97p‘s even though tax rates
themselvec”wcre mostly stable or declining. The assessment
reform had created a uniform tax rol&, thereby preventing future

candals, such as that vhich occurred in 1966 when several county
assessors had knowingly underassessed downtown offlce buildings.
New property vaiuatlon procedures, employlng'computerlzed
multiple regression formulae, enabled assessors to update prop-
erty values, especially residential values, more quickly, based
on recent sales data. Since the first administrative reform
removed acssessors' discretion and the second increased their

efficiency, they-had- little choice than to pass on some skyrocket-

ing'increases, reflecting the 20 percent annual rise in real

estate values that prevailed in many parts of California through-

out the middle of the decade.2
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Of coufse, the sales tax and the income tax--both primarily
collected by the state--were also increasing their take rapidly
while their rates remained steady. By the early 1970's, the :
state treasury began to accunulate a sizable surplus,
although this fact went virtually unnoticed by the general public
until 1978. The legislative leadership preferred it this way,
mainly because they wanted to use the surplus to eventually imple-
ment the equalization of local school finance mandated by the
Serrano vs. Priest court decision. Had they actually adopted a
serrano solution along with income'tax reform (such as indexing
to inflationhbothbof which were stymied in the legisiéturef
Proposition 13 would not have had sdch a visible target. However,
there was, until 1978, very little preesure on the legislature
or the governor to enact these changes. When the legislature
feverishly began to develop its own tax reform plan,.in response
to the proposed tax initiative, the lawmakers’ lo; credibilgpy
was too much of a liability. The hitherto invisible surplus
became routinely described as "obscene," and embarrassed state
officials continually revised estimates of iﬁs magnitude upwards,
finally above $5 billion. A Legislature sponsored tax proposal,
on the ballot simultaneously with Proposition 13, fared poorly
by coméarison, had few supporters peblicly (outside of the
Legislature) and was rendered moot by the overwhelming passage
of Proposition 13 itself. In effect, the Legislature had become

an issue, and lawmakers knew that distribution of the state sur-

101
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plus to supplant lecal property tax revenues--a necessary conse-
quence of Proposition 13--would be more closely monitored thanv
any previous fiscal matter.
There is, for those concerned with equity in children's
services,. a sffiking irony. Serrdno,zwhatever its imperfections,
seemed to require some equalization by meens of greater state level

spending on schools. The' political- deadlecks which developed

around the various equalization plans lasted several years and

kept the Legielature from implementing any scheme and drawing ’

down the- surplus. This inaction contributed*td the overall tax

burden of Californians and to theif perception of the Legislature

as unable or unwilling to act decisively; This‘enhanced Proposi-

tion 13's prospects, since it was the only lever at hand by

which people could both "send them a meesage"_and cututheir own

taxes. The reults of post—Proposition 13 distribution, however, '

shows that "in picking up the burden...the state has maintained

spending-pe:-etudent disparities that led to the Serrano decision.

<« - It xemains to be seen whether the state Supreme Court will ordef
changes in state funding formulas. w3, Even if they do, the sur?
plus will be exhausted by then, and a new formdla will more
likely require "leveling down" rather than up. Thus the surplus,

. once seen as a key to eQualizing school finance, became a politi-

cal liability, ultimately not even available to meet the initial

&

equalization objectives.

w
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There are other important taxveéuity issues that have been
"stood on their head" by ﬁroposition 13, and an extensive account
would draw us away from our primary topic. But two issues shogld
be mentioned briefly, because they are rooted in‘the initiatiVe
itself, rather than i§ the disruption of historic state tax policy.

Firsé, residents receive less than half of the $7 billion
in tax relief allocated anually by the state. As Table 1 shows,
only 33.2% of the savings accrued to home owners, and 17% to
those owning rental property {most of which was not rebated to
tenants).. This data was uséd before aﬁd after the Proposition 13
caﬁgaign by tax reformers arguing against the initiative, but to
no avail. As long as voters were receiving a tangibleﬁbenefit,
they did not seem £o begrudge business, landlords and agriculture
their share.

The second issue raised by the administration of Proposition 13

B3

may become more politically explosive in the years to come. The
initiative reduced the property tax rate to 1% of 1375 market value,
plus a levy to cover prior bond obligations. The average tax rate
across the state dropped from $10.68 in 1977-78 to $4.79\in ‘
1978-79. Future assessment increasés are limited to two percent
' )
annually. However, new consfruction and resales of existing

property was to be reassessed according to their current market

values. The median house price has risen from $70,000 at the

time the initiative passed to $100,000 in June, 1980. Since
approximately 15% of the population move every year, there are
sizeable numbers of newly assessed properties. 1In fact, total

assessments have risen 9.4%, 13.8% and 17.8% in the yeafs since




“ . : TABLE 1
&
Dlstrlbutlon of Initial Tax Relief, By Type of Propertz_
Fiscal Year 1978- 1979

Initial Tax Relief As a Percent-of
(Millions of Dollars) Total Relief

Owner-Occupied Residential 2,341 33.2%
Rental-Occupied Residential , 1,200 ’, ‘17.0 .
Commercial & Industrial 1,916 ! 27.2
Agricultural 944 13.4
State K 643 ) 9.1
Total | 7,044 100.0

Source: Legislative Analyst An Analy51o of Proposition 13,
The Jarvis-Gann Property Tax Initiative, May 1978, California
Legislature, Sacramento, California.

o
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1978. Given current economic‘trends and ésgqmiﬁg no change in the '
law, home buyers, within a few years, will be paying theléame
amoung of property tax Ehey,WOUld’have paid befqre the initiative.5
Both of these points indicate th;t iesidents‘are paying‘én
evér—increasing"rhare of the tax bﬁrqen.‘ This development, how-
“evér, has -not yet received widespread attention, but many obser-

vers suggest that in a few years it may become a central concern.

The non-partisan California Journal recently -summarized the

.prospect neatly:

_ Barring the appearance of some revenue bonanza,
"the unavoidable issue for the 1980s will be whether
the Legislature will raise taxes to maintain the.
governmental status quo. And 1f taxes are to

be raised, who will be hit hardest? Before that
. can be done, however, lawmakers will be forced

to convince the public that there is no longer T
any fat in state and local government and that
the reserve tank is actually empty. Undoubtedly,
< belt-tightening will take place before the
Legislature will take the politically dangerous
course of raising taxes.
The best bet is that an attempt will be made

to make a major alteration in Proposition 13.

The obvious target will be the business sector,
~which has been the prime beneficiary of
Proposition 13. As years pass, the property

tax bill will continue to shift from industrial
and commercial parcels ot the single-family home.
At some point, a major effort will prohably be
made to win voter approval tor the long-discussed
split-roll concept, which taxes business property
at a higher rate than residential parcels. An
effort will probably be made to relieve buyers

of new homes because they are pa%ing a dispropor-
tionate share of the tax burden.

What we might add is that prospective home buyers are primarily

families with young children. The next round of the tax revolt

may reflect a somewhat different coalition--families anxious to
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a home in communities with adequate services for children, along

with public sector service providers, their clients, and liberals

intent on increasing business' share of taxes. . The defeat in 1980

<

of "Jarvis IIL," the proposal to cut the state income tax in half,

featured the tentative emergence of that kind of voting bloc
(and a decidedly low profile by state officials).

Even if this scenario is not entirely accurate, we can at
least be sure that Proposition 13 has begun an era of uncertainty
and greater militancy concerning tax issues. Both because of its
inténded tax shifts and its loopﬁoles, more questions have been
raised than ansyered. In the following section we will see that
with regard to the future of government provided services, there
is an increasing degree of uncertainty linked to some of these

fiscal considerations.




L IV-10

. ~ -
Proposition 13: A Referendum on Services?

{

Early evidence during the Proposition .13 campaign indicated that
: S - .
the public shared undlfferentiated anger at government inefficiency

a

and welfare largesse. Actdally, however, the real "priZe" and the

focus of most voter attention was the matter of property tax /

relief With regard to more gene;al boncerns——;hcluding the issue
cf support for publlc serv1ces——the mood of the electorate was

far from clear. The political and 1deolog1cal ‘currents were hardly
consistent, leaving extragrdlnary room: for any number of perspec-
tives. ‘lo facilitate our discussion of children's out= 0 f- school
services, it is helpfnl to review these perbpectlves here.

1) Uncompromising conservatlve opposition to "big government”

‘was not necessarily shared by many. The initiative had its origins

in the landlord and anti-tax lobbles of Callfornla, and the 1deolog—‘

ical tenets of those groups held sway in thé campaign leadershlp.
But hard—eore cohservatlve sup;ort had not been eeough to carry
several earlier similar tax limitation initiatives. Tﬁe differences
which attracted voters o§ other. peg:uasions to Proposition 13 were

the new economic circumstances descdribed above and’ the oppor-

~ ‘\ B "‘
tunity to express the growing cyniciéw regarding normal political

channels for tax relief. \

- i '

2) Rather than eliminate services entirely, most supporters

of Proposition 13 were enthused about the opportunity to cut the

"fat" in government. _Fat in this context means several different
things. First there is extravagance, or ‘ostentatious and unneces-
sary spending by public officials, generally to enhance their

(84
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own lifestyles or egos. Second, there is waste, or funds lost

through bureaucratic inefficiency., Third, there are unnecessary

4

services, activities which should not be pruzided'by local govern-
ment (or perhéps; any government). Finally, there is largesse

in the provisicn of~unreasdnab1y high public employee pay‘and
. - .
benefits, and welfare payments. Proponents of the.initiative

1

claimed that $7 billion in "fat" could be pared from budgets
without serious cuts in the essential fﬁnctions of local govern-
ment. Public 6pinion‘polls showed desire to cut the fat as a
popular reason to. suppoft ﬁrpposition 13. Some forced-choice

questions showed that this belief was strongly held, but not

very well focused. As a~Uhiversity of CaIifornia research group

-

put it:

; : ...38vpercent of'Californians pclled by the Field

“ Institute in July, 1978 felt that state and local
governments could provide the same level of serv-
ices as previously even with a 40 percent reduction
in spending. And when forced to choose between
lower taxes and government services 60 percent
of Californians interviewed by CBS News in June
1978 opted for paying less even if it meant

P reduced services. ‘ ,

However, most of those who wouid prefer reduced services in
the a ract sense could apparently not easily find many targets
* + approprilate for cutting back. Table Z\shows‘that'given a list

‘ 7 '

of 14 state and local functions and the inquiry "Should Spending

.for this Catégory Be Cut Back?" only Welfare was chosen by a major-

itjoof respondents 1in the Field poll. Thq services which fespohdents

-

<

were least willing to reduce tended to be the ones most dependent

on ‘the proggrty tax. When after the inziiative passed, those

|

-~ 1us




TABLE 2

Should Spending for This Category be Cut Back?

Welfare and Public Assistance Programs 62%
Government-Backed Public Housing Projects 41
Environmental Protection Regulations 34
Medical Care Programs such as Medi-Cal 26
Courts and Judges 26
Higher Education such as University, ‘State

and Local Community Colleges : 24
Public Transportation 23
Street and Highway Building and Repair 23
Public Schools, Kindergarten through :

12th grade 22
Parks and Recreational Facilities 22
Jails, Prisons and other Correctional

Facilities 16
Mental Health Programs 9
Police Departments and Law Enformcement 8
Fire Departments 6

Source: Field Institute. Published in
San Francisco Chronicle, June 16, 1978, Page 8.
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were the most directly endangered services, many people were only
further angered and frustrated that their message had not been
translated into the appropriate selective trimming.

3) The campaign against Proposition 13, featuring prominent
politicians predicting catastrophic cuts and fiscal chaos, was
ineffective and played into the hands of initiative proponents.
Since the leaders' credibility was already strained by their
belated, inadequate attempts at tax reduction, their stance seemed
vindictive and alarmist. As the reported size of the surplus kept
growiag, the dire predictions were viewed increasingly as false
cries of wolf, and their credibility was further undermined.

It was a lesson well learned, and which paid anti-Jarvis II

dividends in 1980, when a less alarmist campaign more tied to grass-

roots .rganizing was conducted successfully.

4) The inadequacies of existing public services provided
aﬁ effective argument in favor of Proposition 13. As noted in
the previous chapter, most of the recent increases in government
spending had gone for inflation and higher personnel costs,
without appreciable increases in service provision. Schools
were the largest and most troubled service, of course, and discon-
tent with declining test scores, violence, busing and a host of
other issues contributed to the allure of the initiative. Perhaps,
some people thought, more stringent budgets will induce concentra-
tion on "the basics" and greater administrative efficiency. Other

A
voters were simply resentful of the relative improvements in pay
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whicﬂlteachers and other civil servants had gaihed over the aecade.

5)' Even the most consistent opponents of big government
were selective in their targets. Jarvis, as noted earlier, devel-
oped a fle#ible category of "property-related services" which,
when efficiently administered, were the_rightful reciﬁients of
the remaining property tax revenue. Police and fire protection
and public works were always on this list, as were, at times,
parks and recreation and sanitation. Of course, it has been a very
long time since the general property tax was earmarked for certain
functions, but this version of minimal government had somé
rhetorical appeal.

Police and fire officers gave much more support to Pfoposition 13
than did any other group of civil servants. The debaté rekindled
simmering animosities among employees in various se?viges as to
whose work was the most essential. Police and fire services were
formally vindicated--protected from cuts in the‘state's first

bailout of local governments. Further security is being considered

in the form of a proposed initiative that would mandate that thege
agencies be maintained at pre-Proposition 13 levels of service.
(Estimates in Oakland are that under current funding this would
leave less than 10 percent of the_budget for everything else.8)
Public pre-school childcare programs, backed by a less powerful
constituency, also garnered some protection in the form of a

state requirement that they not be cut more deeply than the city

or school district-wide average reductions.

Q. . ’ 1~11 E !
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6) ° The performance of children's out-of-school services

of concern to us. here was not a major concern‘during the Proposi-
tion 13 campaign. In suburban and rural areas, Qhere the Prop-
osition wWon overwhelmingly, basic recreation and library prograrms
were even seen as good examples of simple, locally controlled
non—contfoversiél ngernment activities. 1In many urban core
cities and in most minority neighborhoods with large cities, the
initiative did not receive majority support. These are areas
where out-of-school programs have more explicit social and thera-
peutic objectives, and also where the glaring inequities in
the quality of basic service and faéilities are most serious.
People who voted against the Proposiﬁion were not expréssing a
vgze of satisfaction with their programs as much as a fear that
they would lose what they had.

Some corroberation of .this observation can be found in the.
survey of Oakland which we reported inVChapter 2. In that 1976
inquiry we asked parents for their evaluation of local out-of=-

4
school services. On an index which combined opinions about five

children's programs and facilitiés, greater satisf:ction was
associatéd with higher socioeconomic status (Table 3). Parents
in high status neighborhoods were nearly three times as likely to
be completely satisfied as parents in low status neighborhoods.
At the other extreme, while-27.2% of parents'jn low status neigh-
borhoods scored 0 or 1 6nthe indéx, only 6.3% of those in 'high

status neighborhoods scored the same. .Those neighborhoods which

exhibited the lowest satisfaction were the most likely to oOppose

-




Total Sample

Neighborhoods

Hi status
Wﬁedium status

Low status

Family Income

$5,000

| $5,000-$9,999

Ethnicity
Black
White
A sian

All other

TABLE 3

Parents' Satisfaction with Neighborhood Services

(Index of five TItems)

Least » - Most
Weighted Satisfied Satisfied
N 0 5

(764) 5.5% : - 23. 7% 20.9%

$10,000-514,999
$15,000-$19,999

$20,000 or more
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Proposition 13, while its greatest support came from areas where
service evaluations were more positive. Thus, in Oakland, which
we expect is typical of other large cities in this respect, Prop-
osition 13 could not be inferpreted as primarily a plebiscite on

children's services.

In this section we have elaborated the relationship between
voter dissat;sfactiOn with government and support for Proposition 13.

The initiative was first and foremost concerned with tax relief.

N

To thelextentwthat it recorded dissatisfaction with government, .
this took the form of generalized frustration with unresponsive
politicians and ineffective bureaucracies. It was not a mandate

for the elimination, or even the substantial reduction of out-

of-school qhildren‘s services. As we shall see, however, not -

being the object of voters' wrath has proven to be small comfort
. [
for the advocates of these services, which have by all accounts

been among "the prime victims of Proposition 13."9
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The Impact of Proposition 13 on Children's Services

Much of the research about.the impact of Proposition 13 was
conducted so soon after its implementation that attention invaria-
bly foéused on measuring changes in program inputs. Given the
early uncertainty about the amounts and forms of state aid that

would be made available to replace lost property tax revenues,

.its particular effect on local budgets and serv.ces was very dif-

ficult to accurately measure. And even at this writing, the pre-
dominant mode of analysis continues to be assessment of resource

and budgetary constraints "caused" by Proposition 13, with much

less consideration of the consequence of change for community

residents and service users. In Appendix A we take the case
of summer school to illustrate this distinction. Summer school
was virtually eliminated, saving the state over $100 millinn
annually, yet there is no systematic empirical study of what
acfﬁally hapéened to the children who had been and would have
been served. With that éaveat as to the limitations'of impact
analysis, we can sketch very briefly what has transpired.
A;worSt-case scenario of 270,000 public employee layoffs
in 1978 was offered by opponents of the Proposition 13 initiati&e,
based on an assumption of‘no state bailout of local govefnments.
Prior to the June vote, school districts throughout the»state;-
required by law to notify employees by May 14 if their jobs
were to be eliminated the following fall--sent letters of dismis-
sal to thousands of employees, and many cities, counties and special

districts also drew up drastic contingency plans. After the elec-

tion and passage of the initiative the State Legislature, however,
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passed a one-year bailout measure totalling roughly $4.4 billion in
aide to localities. This state action included various restrictions
on localities receiving;the assistance, but most of these were
successfully challenged by éommunities in the courts. By Januafy,
1979, 26,412 employees had actually been laid off, but 9,324 of them
had been rehired.l0
Agencies made most of their staff reductions through attrition
and the elimination of already'vacani pritiohs; ﬁmployee turnoverm
rose considerably in skilled positions, such as computer programmers,
accountants and nurses, for which there were many openings in the
private sector. Employee morale at all levels suffered seriously,
because of specific changes in job conditions, reduced opportunities
for advancement and the general feeling of community antipathy.
Examples abounded of inefficient and inappropriate staffing arrange-
ments provoked by layoffs and budget reductions. While the effects
»n clients were often ihtangible, they are still potentiélly very
important.
Still speaking in general terms, and acfg;s all affected

public agencies,xpreventive services tended to suffer especially.
From street repairs to burglary protection seminars to infant health
screening, these kinds of cuts were commonpl;ce, regardless

of the future costs of such actions. The problems with
this short-run strategy were recognized by all, but avoided by few.
Other, more "urgent"‘services had prior call on revenues, either

because they were mandated by state law or by. practical political

considerations.
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A number of studies produced evidence, predictably, that ethnie
minorities, the poor and women were more vulnerable than others to‘
the Proposition's imMpact on services. Disproportionate layoffs
and setbacks to affirmative action erased much recent progress of
minorities and women in public employment%l Social service cut-
backs which affected minorities, women and maﬁ? children as well
included a year without a cost-of-living increase for AFDC recip-

pro—

ients, and elimination of county level programs such as battered-
spouse shelters and rape crisis centers. A studysby the National
Association of Social Workers carefully documented all of the
changes in human services, broadly defined, and concluded that
"the population groups most dependent upon state and community-
provided human, services...have been‘harmedjin multiple, overlapping
and mutually aggravating ways. Especially injured have been work-
. ... 1ing women and .AFDC mothers, their children, youth, the Eged,and
ethnic and racial minorities.” 12

An assessment that encompassed all services to children of all
backgrounds would have to be somewhat more optimistie. After all,
it can be argued, the most expensive basic health and education
services reaching the largest number of children were generally able
to maintain their funding and levels of service. (Total funding of
schools was up 8.6 percent for 1979-80; Medi Cal was up $400 million
from the pre&f&ge year; and the revised, long-term bailou£ bill
enacted in 1979 iﬁcluded new state funding for county-based children's

N

health programs.) L
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:As one of the oldest major cities in California, Oakland “)
(populatipn 333,000) has a long‘tradition of providing significant
levels of out-of-school services for children. Many landmarks
of past periods of urban expansibn and population change are vis?—
ble in the city——frbm the WPA-era Rose Garden to the Latin-American
llbrary, begun in the early 1970's. The city has been justifiably
proud of its parks system;” "the special collections of its library,
and its new museum, each of which are generslly agreed to be
among the best, most extensive or most inﬂovative in the country.
The substantial public recreation program began with a few privately
endowed playgrounds at the turn of the century, as was the case ]
in many cities. It developed through the years to embrace adult
recreation, on the one hand,  and even therapeutic activities like
juvenile counsélling, on the other.
These services are provided by a governmental structure
administered by a professional city manager, anawpresided over
by a Mayor and eight council members. The city haéyno authority
over schools, welfare, health, transportation ‘or utilities, all
of which are governed by separate, independent local entities.
This means that generally housing and economic development issues
are the primafy political concerns, while public.safétymtakes
qp’tWO—thirds of the gengral fund budget. Recreation and cultu;e
has accounted for about fifteen percent of local.spending, and
. consistently attracts controversy only at budgeting time.
The branch libraries, recreation centers and playgrounds, whosé

attendance patterns we examined in Chapter 2, are often the only

11g
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institutions of city government with which people interact routinely
in their neighborhoods. (Oakland has no police precincts or city
council district offices; indeed, in 1981, district elections of
city and school officials will take place for the first time.)
There are;still inequities among neighborhoods in the quality of
these services, though the gazp between wealthy and poor areas
has been diminished somewhat in the past décade.
Alameda County, in which Oakland is situatéd, contains a
' diverse collection of central cities, old and new isuburbs of
various levels of socioeconomic status, and a substantial rural
"‘ area. The large county government administers all health, welfare
and judiciary functions, as well as general services for the unin-
corpoiatéq areas. It also runs a library system serving not only
unincorporated communities but several of the smaller cities,
ingluding Fremont.
Fremont, with a population of 130,000 and a vast land area,
KS in many respects a typical Western post-war suburb. This once
rural area, now liighly suburbanized, is midway between Oakland
and San Jose--making for a virtually continuous strip of develop-
ment. The city is home to a large General Motors assembly plant,

numerous other industries, and a predominantly white middle-income

population, consisting mostly of families with children. It has
a fairly new and extensive public recreation and parks

system.
San Francisco, like Oakland, has a venerable set of municipal

services deésigned to promote culture and provide recreation for

. 1cC
young people., Several contextua}“aé%ferences must be noted, however.
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San Francisco is a consolidated city-county government, performing
all the functions of both entities under one Mayor and Board %f
Supervisors. Unlike Oakland's mayor, whose job is part—time and
whose powers are limited to appointments and persuasion, San

Francisco has a strong mayor form of government, with the requisite

- salary and staff. At the time of our study, the city had recently

adopted district elections, which it has since abandoned. And
while both cities are ﬁosaics of the same ethnic groups, the pro-
portions are different. Oakland has relatively more blacks, San
Francisco more Asians and Latinos. Both cities have been losing
total population for a number of years, and have been "losing
children" at an even faster rate.

Budget austerity measures were nothing new for Oakland and
San Francisco, and many of the initial respohses to Proposition 13
were virtually a continuation of their recent history.

In 1976, Oakland was forced to develop dra;tié budget reduc-
tion contingencies pending the cutcome of a re-~evaluation of its
pension obligations to police and firefighters. The worst case,
based on the most stringent new ;ctuarial figures,called for a
budget reduction of twenty percent in the fire department, five
percent in police and fifteen percent in most other departments,
for cuts totalling $8.9 million. The plan called for the layoff
of 265 permanent employess, with another 183 jobs continued
vadant or lost through attrition. In addition, 106 temporary
workers hired under the federal Coﬁprehensive Employment Training
Act (CETA) would have to be let go. This "contingency plan”
became the center of the council's and the city's attention for

two months, as residents argued, in effect, over which limbs to

120




, V Iv-23

amputate--the necessity of an operation having already been determined.

Il

As numerous people complained to the '‘council, "you cut costs to

~

the bone "in previoué ;Ears. Now you're cutting through the bone."
The serv;ce fed&ctions were prOpged py the city maﬁageg, based
« ! on suggestionénfrom department heads and their advisory commissions.
The cuts were posed as equitable and rationél solutions to a no-win
Situation, and everyone was urged to unselfishly bite his or her
sharé‘of.the“bullet. Despite the célls tovunity, most speakers

’

before the city council at the time aréﬁed vociferously that the
cutback plaﬁ was discriminatory and counter-p;oducéive. Over a
period of two monfhs the council heard staff reports and public
comment on several hundred budget reduction items, and eventually
approved eighty-five percent of the cuts, $755 milLion,qfor the"
official "contingency budget." Services to children and youth
were among the most hotly contested items. Tﬁe conflicts over
the emergenéy budget illustrated the incréasingly precarious posi-
tion of those services.

The budget reduction plan exacerﬁated at least four types of\
conflict concerhiné cultural andbieisurekservices} all of which~_ {
had éspecially severe impacts on the young. The four- areas of

conflict included:

- overall budget pribrities, pitting public safety .
expenditures against cultural and leisure activities: .

- a jurisdictional dispute between the City of Oakland
and the Oakland UnifiedihSchool District, with each
trying to shift the funding of recreation programs
to the other ° 3

fed
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A

U/ - arguments over the consolidation, largely'for'post—
' ' reducing purposes, of several cultural and social
service facilities .

£ . .
- competitiononeg tﬁe use of . Community Developmen
Revenue Sharing, especidlly.concerning its use a
. : a sgpplement to opesating budgets rathef than fdr
i capital improvements.
.
It is almost incideptal_to this analysis that the chts were méstly
rescinded aftef the pension ébligatioﬁs’hére mitigated by passage
of a city.réferehaum..(Except,uof course, for the fact that the
"criéis"'was the means by which vVoters were convinced toichange the
city charter to iower employges' benefifsf)“ But for the'dynamicé
. of budgetirig in a "crisis" it was a dry;iph for 1978 from ghich-
thebcent;al administrators learned a great deal.

The initial Proﬁosition 13 situatiqnxwas comparable to i976.
to the extent that the city\co&}d;treat its revenue total as both
exoéenous and unknown at the time. .Siﬂcé bélanced‘budgets
(required by iaw) had to be adopted, and it happened'tﬁat the

fiscal year began only a few weeks after the election, Oakland

R ] has

and other cities found it nécessary'to apprbve drastic Prbpo—
sition 13- contingencies before the vote and without knowing
what reiiéf‘the staté would offer. These plans became the focus
of arguments against the initiative by local politicians (if
they became a reality many constituencies would suffer severe
dimihution in service availability). ngical%y,'they kept under
wraps al; plans for increasing fees ‘and taxes‘ifvéropbsitién 13
passed (thHe'initiative permitted local increases in fees and
taxes as long as they were enacted'beforé July 1, 1978:) ‘In the
weeks between the election and July 1, the Oakland C%ty Council

did institute a wide array of new revenue measures, marking a
a2 . -
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departure from its conservative and cautious past. The "tax
publics" most directly affected by the two largest new proposed
taxes were slow to react but eventually influential. An extremely

q

high increase in the business license tax was later lowered under

pressure from business groups. The "employee license fee," a pay-
roll tax disguised for legal reasons, was never implemented, due
to demands from both organized labor and business.

Plans to raise revenues locally notwithstanding, drastic
budget reduction contingencies had to proceed. A weighty tome
detailing hunéreds of individual budget items in priority order
was made available to the council and widely publicized by the
Budget Director via the City Manager. One level of cuts were
efficiency oriented and deemed‘acceptable eQen under a favorable
revenue situation, and were quickly approved. ‘The second level
of cuts involvea a broad range of highly visible services--some
were adﬁittedly consistent with long-range plans of the departments
in questions (e.g. closing obsolete or inefficient facilities).

The most serious proposed service reductions were those which

would directly and immediately affect thé'qualitX'of life and safetylﬁ
of Oakland residents. 'Mahy cutbacks iﬁ services to children |

were in these second and third categories and‘were'approvearby the

council contingent on actual revenues. However, the council,
somewhat chastened by their battle with the School Board over the
city's intent to close playgrounds two years earlier, protected-” |

those direct services to children. This made maintenance and

landscéping the most vulnerable element of the Parks and Recreation
c -
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&
Budget. Citizen reactions to these proposed cutbacks were mild,

compared to 1976, as none were to be enacted unless the initiative
passed. .

As it turned out, after Proposition 13 became law, the more
serious proposed cuts never were enacted, as the state bailout
funds, combined with new fees and higher than anticipated local
revenues enabled the city to suffer only a 4.5% cut.in overall
expenditures. The general services and public works departments
absorbed most of this reduction. The departments providing ouf—
of-school children's services feceived basically the same size
budgets as the previous year, and because of inflation, were
forced to reduce mainténance but not lay off program personnel.
_The user charges instituted by Parks and Recreationmostly concerned’
adults, and the Museum had rescindca an'admission charge after
attendance plummeted.

[

In the Alameda County government the administrative approach
3

to Proposition 13 created a much more highly politicized situation.
Tﬁe County sent 1ayoff notices to 1,100 employees and warnings

of terﬁination to tﬁe many céﬁmunitf-based social service>con£rac&
tors, .and ordered départmentAhegaé fo prepare skeleton contingency
budgets for their discretionarf bfograms. Unlike almost all other
jdrisdictions, Alameda dounFy‘aéted asAtpough there were no
assurances of any state aidAif‘the tax initiative paéséd. Naturally,

%
employee unions représenting most county workers did not appreciate
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this strategy. The unions lobbied the Board of Supervisors strongly
for an alternative budget that would, given any reasonable bailout,
save most jobs, by drawing down various capital and equipment funds
as necessary. According to one study for the Urban Institute:

Much of the political uproar associated with the

county.'s initial reaction to Proposition 13 is seen

by both sides of the political spectrum as stemming

from the Administrator's personal decisions to use

Proposition 13 to implement program reductions and

efficiengies th%% he apparently had long thought

were desirable.
The consequences éf this approach for the County Library could not
have been more dramatic. It serves as a useful example here, since
the librafy service has a significant child clientele. It is poorly’
positioned to protect ;pself from the inordinate budget reductions.
The county library administration began preparing in February for
a severe cutback, and by May felt it neceésary to inform the public
that due to an imminent élosing, no more books could be loaned. |
Some circulating materials were returned, but there was a great
deal of hostility from Proposition 13 supporters;‘who accused
them of political blackmail or vengeance. Most residemnts refused
to believe that the entire library system would be closed, yet
on June 24 that is precisely what happened. Only 16 of the 261
staff,members'remained on the payroll, to kéep the basic mechanisms

in order and to plan for eventual reopening and reorganization.14

3

Both the county librarian and the union activists realized

that the future of the library would rest on a successful political

organizing effort. Unfortunately, due to their different positions
in the service structure as well as differences of personal style

and values, ,they disagreed over how to accomplish this.
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The union activists organized the Coalition for Quality
Library Service, involving patrons and staff, to fight the
cutbacks. They spoke to the Board of Supervisors, utilized the
mass media effectively, canvassed communities and sold "Jarvis-
¥ Canned" T-shirts. ‘They reached out to library workers around the

the étate and became the center of a network of advocates of
earmarked state funding for libraries. The Friends of the Library,
traditio;ally a rather tame citizen's auxiliary, was similarly
energized by the situation and staged media events of their own.

The County Librarian has applauded these efforts and credited
them for generating a public response that the Board could not
ignore. - The union leaders said in interviews, however, that the
head librarian had not kept the staff informea of developments,
had prevented the Children's Service Director from actively
protesting proposed cutg;and had favored administrative and
professi@nal staff in the layoff and rehiring process.

fhe‘entire system was closed for about one month and then
reopened 'in stages, beginning with 31 percent of the previous
year's funding. Staff wanted to concentrate their résources in
a few branches and provide near normal service, but the Board
insisted that all branches be open, even with minimal service.
Ingrement% of funding were gaiﬂed after further politicking, in
August, September and Novembér,‘when it reached .80 percent;

Table 4 is the schedule of which services were to be reestablished

at each funding level. 1In an article she authored, the head librar-

"ian characterized her reorganization strategy as one where "some

ERIC ST 126
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since the organization

stressed that mainly
L]

managerial positions have been eliminated,
ul5 : g 1

has shrunk. Union members,1ln contrast,

clerical positions were lost, making working conditions more dif-

ficult for those who remained.

TABLE 4
ALAMEDA TOUNTY LIBRARY
Budget -

. SCHEDULE OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES PROVIDED FOR EACH LEVEL OF FUNDING
Costs Include Salaries and Materials
Amount

Funding *Admin “*Circ. Childran's Young General *
Level Costs Control Services Adult Services nw eesansse s OUTREACH SERVICES***" """
: Spanish Avdio/ \
'k SOS Services Visval Bookmobile
100% 1,700,000 538,000 442, 416 185,452 967,215 242,000 40,537 40,000 81,687 102,000 $4.2
(FY 1978) .
80% 1,370,000 425,000 340,000 164,000 710,000 150,000 NOT NOT - 74,000 86,000
OFFERED | OFFERED
70% 1,235,000 425,000 321,000 136,000 600,000 120,000 NOT NOT 62,“;0 NOT
OFFERED | OFFERED OFFERED
220,000 560,000 | NOT NOT NOT 52,000
OFFERED | OFFERED | OFFERED

"
60% ' 1,100,000 425,000
- 50% 925,000 425,000 220,000 NOT 550,000 NOT
OFFERED OFFEIED“ OFFERED
850,000 425,000 122,000 NOT 315,000 NOT NOT NOT NOT
"‘ OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED | OFFERED
1 e

0% 725,000 450,000 - NOT NOT 150,000 NOT NOT NOT NOT NOT
OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED OFFERED
**Cicuvlotien Control—stotf. CLS! System everdues

¥inter- library loan

"The Tdes of '78" News Notes of California Libraries

$2.9

NOT $2.5
OFFERED

NOT NOT h NOT NOT $2.1
OFFERED | OFFERED | OFFERED
NOT

136,000
$1.7

$1.3

No. 1. 1970

sadmin Costs- ncludes eperoting expendituiel g1 well oy 10loiies

Barbara Gray Boyd,
Volume 73,

s
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These differences are far from trivial but they are less
important tQ?n the overall fact of the system's demise and (only)
partial reju&enation. The library was not automatical.y assured
of any future funds, and would have not regained as much support
as it has without the intense political impact its staff and
volunteers were able to generaLe. In November, 1980 the County
Librarian retired, saying that the system was adequately reconsti-
tuted. Whatever fiséal difficulties the library encounters in )
the future, its advocates will have some valuable political
experience on which to draw.

™

In Fremont, where reductions in County Library funding were
most acutely felt, the municipal recreation and parks departmené
was also threatened with elimination of most of its programs.
However, the response of the administrators and residents to pro-
posed cuts in recreation activities took a very different turn from
the response to the librdry situation.

The director of Fremont's recreation and parks department
presided over a massive shift to a system of fees for virtually
every class. He reported that his depaftment suffered a 60% reduc-

trion in city budget support. Remaining funds were so limited that

monies were available only for "safety and informational services,"

" maintenance of playgrounds'and parks, and central administration.

Classes would be offered only if they paid for themseives through

user fees. 1In 1978-79, fees increased from $330,000 to $560,000.
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The director's preliminary assessment was that children lost more
programs than adults under this new system. - However, he pointed out
that because demand would determine the offerings, there was more
;I;Qibility in what couldlbe undertaken, ‘and parents theoretically
could pay for as many children's services as in the past.

Since there are few very low income families in Fremont,
recreation leadefsh%p is not expected to address serious social_ issues,
as it is in large cities. The director felt that many of the families
could afford private recreation activities, and would actually seekL
them out because many parents supported activities for children
which emphasize "competition, performance, and fancy uniforms.;.

Fremont is adjusting quickly, but not without difficulties,
to a new form of service provision. The director of the recreation
and parks agency is resigned to a curtailed program, but he will at
least try to ensure that there is ar future for a specifically
public service. He hopes that parents will be willing to spend at
least some of their .property tax savings on the programs which had
previously been funded entirely out of city revenue. As he pointéd
out, support of Proposition 13 was a form of "voting with your pocket-

book," and so is choosing a provision strategy dependent on charging

fees.
The variqus cases we have déscribed above typify the range of

responses to the first year of local government budgeting under

Proposition 13. By the Spring of 1979, communities had a year's
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experience with the new conditions, but still faced great uncer-
tainties. The state's bailout provisions were temporary, and nego-
Eiations in Sacraﬁento over a long-term plan promised to continue
beyond 1979's local budget deadlines (July 1.) Revenue estimates
were also difficult to make accurately, due to the clouded future
of federal CETA grant catggories, and the unpredictable effects of
inflation on tax receipts.:

In Oakland and San Francisco, these circumstances accelerated
reorganization of the budgetary process. San Francisco began to
implement program budgeting, whereby dollar amounts are attached to
objectives rather than traditional line items. Recreation and Parks
was the first and only department to do this for 1979-80. In Oakland,
major administrative responsibilities were moved from the Budget
Director to the City Manager, and the mode of presenting the service
reduction proposals was altered. In both cities the stated rationales
for the changes were td make programs more visibly responsive to
the needs of residents and more efficient. An important result, if
one not actually stated, was to centralize power in City Hall (heaning
the Mayor in San Francisco and the City Managér in o0akland.)'’

In Oakland, as the first steb in the budggting process the City-
Managef, his assistants and the Bnget Director determined the relative
‘amounts of cuts to .be taken by each department. Then the depértment
managers were given the task of preparing their>budgets in terms'of"
five possiblé levels of reduction (progressively more severe.)

Within these levels, individual items (e.g. a particular playground)

«
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were prioritized.

The City Council was then presented with a volume listing all
the individual items, ranked both within their department (by the
department) and overall (by the Manager ), and asked to consider
each item. For a part-time, unstaffed Council, this represented
their only chance to seriously influence the nature of the budget,
and their only tools were the shifting around-of individﬁal items -
and requesting additional information. According to one council-
member, the most significant aspect of Oaklagd's reorganized budget
process was the new mode of presentation, "computerized across
department lines, so that we could assess budget items by program,
rather than department." Asked if that made it 'a program budget
she replied, "I don't know if it is technically, but it helped.”

. In San Francisco, programs within departments (e.g. playgrounds
within Recreation) were asked to prepare their budgets at four
different funding levels. Once these were submitted, budget analysts
weighted the reguests of various pfograms within departments against
each other, as well as setting priorities,among departments.

Program managers were assured that at each funding level, their
' package of requésts would remain intact. .This eliminated what a San
Francisco budgét énalyst’called.“niékel-and-diming"--preciselyvthe "
klnd of minute decisions which the Oakland Council prized.
San Franc1sco s incomplete "introduction of program budgetlng

made Recreation and Parks an uncomfortable pawn in the perennial

ERIC | 131




Iv-34

power struggle between the Mayof and the Board of Supervisors. ,
The elaborate information systém needed to make program budgeting
effeétive was not in place, so it was easy for Supervisors to ask Rec-
reation officials many seemingly simple but actually very complex
guestions about Erogram objectives. The Supervisors did not want
to lose their power over liné items, because line items éould more
easily be addressed politically. This was particularly true in terms of
th; neighborhood level ramifications of decisions, as district elec-
tions had recently been.introduced and Supervisors were seeking
to identify and fightrfor their district interests. Therefore,
they were less ihterested in the city's "tennis objectives" than'-¢
in whether the courts ét a particular site would bé repaired. They
believed that since such individual decisions still had to be made,
the elected officials should help make them.

In both cities, the administrators were designinglthe rules
of the game while legislators and residents could only react.
TheOakland Council members, elected at large, were encouraged by their
manager to pore over thousands of indi&idual itéms. San Francisco
Supervisors, ldoking out fgx particular items more than in the past,
were hindered in that search‘for detail.'

One thing that.did not chéﬁge in either city was the manner
in which residents sought to maintain children's services. Parents
and children trooped before their elected representatives in coﬁsid—

erable numbers, pleading (or demanding) that their particular branch
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liBrary, swimming pool or recreation center remain open.

Staff would dispassionately explain how the facilities selected for
closing wére the iéast efficient or most poorly attended. Residents
would respond that easy access fér children and senior citizens
should be a higﬁer priority thén economic efficiency. Council mem-
bers would regfef haviné to cut anything and blame Howard Jarvis.
One important pbint was that Council and Supervisors alike preferred
to cut maintenance ané supbliés rather than programs whereever pos-
sible, repeatedly upset%ing the balance which department heaas had
tried to maintain. In Oakland,‘the liberal Council members were
proud to have been able to move across departﬁent lines to take some
money away from street rebair and give it to recreation center staffing.
More common was the tactic employed by the Oakland Mayor, of turning
the problems back on the residentslwho objected to particular re=
ductions. "What would you cut instead?" and "Would you volunteer
your time to help the children if we kept this center\open?" were
two of his favorite queries. Since voters in both éities had rejected
Proposition 13, politicians tended toward rhetorical images of "the
cities" versus "the suburbs", thereby minimizing the differences in
p;iorities within their communities.

| Compared to years past, there was little evidence that either
city was deliberately discriminating_aéainst the poor or minorities
in its program reduction proposals.\ Nor did many beOple argue‘

against the near complete exemption of police from serious budget

reductions, though investments in police "hardware" were criticized
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and in some instances cut in favor of»retaining foot patrols.

Even if service professionals are becoming less influential
in the initial formation of budget priorities, they are becoming
more sophisticated at organizing constituencies to prbtect their
prégrams. Each service has its own style of politics, determined
by its relationship to the community. The museums rely on theif
contacts among the city's influential elite, and on their volunteers
turning out for demonstrations. Recreation leaders have an "old boy
network" from whom they éan elicit sympathy and occasional favors,
and there have always,been'“Friends of the Library." But,'as with the
Alameda County Library, there is,'?fter Proposition 13, a heightened
militanqy among many service workekxs. On balance the Bay Area lib- .
rafians are currently Tuch more éggressive than their counterparts
in recreation.

The women's movement is an integfal p&ft of much of the organizing
in libraries. The union representatives:in San Fr%ncisco and Alameda
County, and the Director in Oakland are all assoéiéted with a Bay Area
group of women librarians which h;s been working to attain more
accesé tb executive power and better services.

"In San Francisco the women bégan organizing in 1968, and later
worked in.neighborhoods on the districﬁrelections caﬁpaigns. fhey have
cultivated close working ;elationsﬁips with several Supervisors;

In Oakiand, the Director owes her job par£1y~to‘pressure from women's
groups. She was described by the busine;s mamgér Qf the union (a black

7
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male) as "someone who came up through the ranks and is gond at
working with the community." She is well awa;e»that she was hired
to improve the library's responsivenese to the community, and ;hat
the City Council expects her to organize-her constituents. Her
experience in and strong commitment to children's services was
also well known.

The recreation and par%s departments are not without some
cubstantlal political contacts of their own, of course, both in

city halls and in the neighborhoods. In San Franciscé they are

well thought of by the Mayor's budget planners for their dedication

“and capable administration. Tiie manager in the San Francisco

Recreation and Parks Department with whom we talked was well

known in children's advocacy circles because he had helped organize
a proteét against the clbsing of playgrounds. He says he attends
meetings of hundreds of cbmmuni£y groups, a point corroborated‘by
the ﬁayor's budget analyst.

While individual administrators.pr superyisors may have extensive
contact with the communlty, ‘the departments as a whple .are not con-
sistentlywinvolved in community politics. 1In 6akland, JLthe admini-
strator said that the Recreation Department's_relationship with the
Council would be damaged if the Department were’ to mobilize com-

munity Opposition'tb the budget cuts before the Council had considered

them. 1In addition, he felt that the union representing Recreation

"workers was concerned only with salary, and that the employees had

consequently become less dedicated and profeseional.‘ If other admini-

~ ~

: ]

B
o
<




o

v

3

! IV-38

—-»

strators share this pefspective ithis unlikely that they would
organize recreation employees as a strategy-to preserve the services.
For his part, the union business manager said that the library head
kept gim much better informed about the effects of Proposition 13
than did.the Recreation administrator.
If the political effectiveness of advocates of recreational
and cultural services is erratic, at least the ooéition of chiloren's
needs as a central concern within théseasorvioes appears to be strong.
Most participants in the budgeting process invoked the values
we have seen to be historically impoﬁtant for children's'out%of:school

¢

services. Social control, supervision, informal education and good'
clean fun were all stressed repeatedly. In-our'interviewing we did
ot encounter any. off1c1al or employee who would subscribe to the idea

that chlldren had been hurt dlsorogortlonatelx by the pattern of

cutbacks.A Said an Oakland City Councilmenber: "By now its so bad,
its hard to tell if children were hurt worse. The North ©akland
library has low circulation But is used after school by lots of

children. That was the rationale for ke@ping it open." This is in

. ] R . <4
sharp®contrast to a Council decision in 1976 to close a particular

k]

branch‘bécause it was used primarly by school children. Similar

anecdqgalwevidence was offered by administrators in a variety of

©

p051tlons within the services and in budget offices. Even allowing

a

for the expected defensiveness, there is a dr"lnlte trend toward more

explicit attention to“children's heeds wit:.-- cthese serV1ces

5
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. However, several years of cumulatlve reductj
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All of this relatlve\goncern for children's 1nterestijhas
taken place in agenC1es whose’ f1scal bases contlnpe to déteriorate. v

t had been predicted.

Each year the enacted cuts'are never as bad a w

: ns of five to ten per-
cent, continued losses to inflation the termination of most

CETA jobs* has taken a severe toll.

In'April of 1980 Oakland was weighing another 19% cut in Parks
and Recreation andTlO% in Libraries even if Pro%osition 9 (Jarvis'
income tax cut) were to fail (as it did.) Ail strategies for cutting
budgets further without closing facilities nad apparently been exhausted.
Most of the practical potential‘for‘;ncreasing user fees was already
tapped. Corporate aonors’and creative fundraising plans were running
thin. The terns of the bailout, relatively meager for cities, were
established and could onlu change for the worse. In fact, evidence

suggests that the state surplus will be exhausted in another year.

In short, municipal recreational and cultural services in Oaklard

~and all other large California cities face a grim future, though

/
chlldren are officially a high prlorlty Whethér circumstances

continueto erode prOV1slon, or even lead Fo the ultimate demise of

"the serV1ces are important questions. But mgre fundamental is that

;
the conditions which are bringing about this unprecedented deterioration

are. clearly not being addressed.

.
s

*Oakland, for example, expects' to lose 133 CETA workers between 1980

' . . . . 16
and 1981 in Parks and Recreation, Llﬁrary and Museum services. L

15773
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In Oakland, the city whose families we-surveyed in 1976,this disadvan=
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a

taged pos%tion is quite apparent. Between July 1978 (after Proposi-
tion 13 passed) and Januafy, 1980 real dollar funding reductions by
the city for . services with extensive out-of-school pro-

grams for children were as follows:

Parks and Recreation 45%
Museum 38%
Library 25%

These figures are higher than the average city service reduction (22%)
and much higher than cutbacks in funding for police services (ll%).z
Our research indicates that these proportions are»reasonably repre-
sentative of program funding reductions in larger'municipalities
throughout the state.

Many assessments .of the impact of Proposition 13 have concluded
that in the aggregate, municipal government services in Califorﬁ§;m~wﬁmb
remain’ surprisingly uncompromised. The state surplus, thé argument
goes, "bailed out" agencies suff iciently to avoid the
catastrophic dislocations which had been anticipated. This may
be true, but in terms of the services of concern to us here it misses

two very important points:

1. cChildren's out-of-school services have been in a state of

fiscal decline for a decade S0 t%at Proposition 13 was not a
unique intervention, merely another step in the historical slide;
and

2) To appreciate the real consequences of Proposition 13 one
must look below the aggregate level and consider how local
agency strategies to cope with budgetary reductions affected particular

out-of-school services and particular clients of. those services.
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CHILDREN'S OIT-OF-SCHNOL SFRVICES AMN THE FISCAL CRISIS:
PRESENT R IRCUMSTANCT AND DRRSPRCTIVRS ON THE FIITITRE .

.

In. the pre;eding sections of this report we have argued that
in spite of high levels of use of many children's sefvices provided
by local government, -the fiscai integrity of these programs has
steadily éroded through the 1970's. Proposition 13 in California
represented an acceleration of a trend, more than the commencement
of a new era of austerity.

We have focused on only one aspect of the public sector's involve=
ment with young people--out-of-school services. These services ful-
£ill mahy of the same functions and purpbses as other types of pro-
grams : enrichment, education remediation, socialization

and childcare. In this sense they are thoroughly part

of the historical mainstream of local government's commitment to the

young<’ @

!

As we have seeﬁ, outfof-school services to children have become
especially vulnerable to the uncertainties of the local government
budgeting process,‘even before Proposition 13 type initiatives
became popular. We have argued that the vulnerability of out-of-
school services reflects their fiscal, political and ideological

,$arginality,that although they are not severely critized, neither

do they have extensive political support. Hence, as Rubinl has

written:

In the dichotomy employed by many city managers

between "need to have" and "nice to have" services,
culture and recreation inevitably fall into the lat- o
ter category. Nor are the services protected by
requirements for minimum service mandate by the

State Education code or other laws. 1In short, no

matter how efficiently or effectively the services

may operate, they are likely to be labelled as
non-essential luxuries which are no longer affordable.
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We argue here that it is at this level that the impacts of Proposi-

tion 13 on children's services, children and families has been quite

4
severe.

This section begins with a discussion of post-Proposition 13
bureaucratic respon;és to increasing fiscal austerity. We shall
1ink this discussion to our earlier section on service utilization
in an effort to understand the implications of these responses for
service provision and idfferent user groups. Following this discus-
sion we shall consider some of the longer range plans by which
agencies and communities are addressingkthe problem of maintaining
children's services. Here we will look especially at éome of the
new intergovernmentals relations that will determine the fiscal
capacity and political control of the services. Further we shall
explore some of the opportunities which increased stringency may
afford to break with tradition and broadly reconceptualize service

mandates and provision strategies.

MANAGING THE NEW AUSTERITY
Over the course of the decade and at an accelerated pace
since the passage of PropositionulB, cifies liké Oakland have
adopted a variety of strategies to cope with reduced funding levels

for out-of-school children's services. Here we shall consider

those strategies that are not unique to Oakland but fairly represehtative

of actions taken throughout the state. Drawing on our early dis-

cussion of service use levels, we shall attempt to deduce the imgacts

of each of these strategies on the inner-city client groups repre-

sented by our Oakland sample;
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Site Closing

One of the traditional aspects of children's out-of-school

programming has been a commitment to easy accessibility. In
1

neighborhoods throughout the country an extensive network of
parks? recreation centers and libraries emerged between 1920 and
1960. But through the 1960's and 1970's and certainly into the
Proposition 13 era, the continued provision of highly decentralized
services has been questioned in many localities. The idea that
services should be located "close to home" has become a less effec-
tual justification in the eyesAof city administrators and councils
than it was inoohe past. |

In a period of greater fiscal stringency many communities have
begun utilizing conventional cost-effectiveness criteria for evalu-

ating children's programs, thereby stripping away their "special

:status." For the first time in memory the recreation facilities that

are used by fewer children and branch libraries with lower circu-
lations, . are being summarily closed. As decentraliied
services are curtailed to meet budget objectives and to make those
responsible for children's services apply "rational" decisionmaking
techniques we must bear in mind two things that were described in
Chapter II of this report:

A) most children who use neighborhood services get there on

their own, unassisted by their parents; and

B) while proximity does not entirely account for use levels

of particular facilities, (intervening factors such as child-

ren's interests and neighborhood safety also account for an amount

of variaticn) most regular users of children's services live

v

nearby.
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Eence, we can argue that site closings in respoﬁse to the, new
austerity will affect children‘in at least the following ways:
A) The clientele of many services will diminish because
fewer children will be able to get to facilities on their own.
B) Judgmgnts concerning whiéh facilities to maintain and.
which to close will be made on the narrowestJof criteria-—-e.g.
some measure of use levels--with minimal regard to the needs
of a neighborhood and»its children and without recognizing that
lower use levels may be a function of»past programmatic decisions
rather than client disinterest. For example, the fact that
a branch libfary has a collection poorly suiteg to the com-
munity in~whi¢h it is located may account for low circula-
tion rates. 1In Oakland,libirary branches in this circum-
staAZe " have been closed even though. the need for library
services 1is high, giveﬁ that children in these areas have
relatively few alternative sources of reading material. The
vapparent "inefficiency" of these branches may be a conse-
quence of actions taken over a long period of time. But
the urgency of fiscal constraints leads not to consideration
of how to serve the areas' children but to a decision to
eliminate the service altogether.
C) Current policies seem to favor re-centralizing children's
services,in direct contrast with earlier priorities. Such
decisions'will mean that those children who are most mobile

on their own (or who are taken places they want to go by
adults) will be the principal clientele for these child-
serving agencies. Issues of need will be relegated to

~

secondary status and there will be increasing inequality in
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terms of children's access to and use of facilities and
programs. This is’ ironic given that the intention of

many of these services is to address equity concerns.

Staff Reductions and Program Consolidation

Many communities have stOppea short of site closings, instead
reallocating staff in mays which have significantly redefined the
nature of the service. Here, actions have been of four types:

1) discontinuing specialized programs directed specifically
at young clients; : .

2) reducing full-time professional children's staff;

3) increasing the number of "non-specialized" part-time staff;

4) reducing the amount of adult supervision at facilities
(e.g. on playgrounds).

The logic of this approach to the new austerity is that children
can still have places to go, even if, once they get there, the
scope or intensiveness of programs are much more limited than
in the past.

There are a greé{ many examples of successful, specialized
children's services that are now being phased out. Young adult
or teenage collections in public libraries are being combined
with general collections. Mobile vans used by museums, recreation
and lib¥ary systems to reach young people "in the neighborhoods"
are being eliminafed despite their documented guccess. And out-
reach projects generally, even when funded mainly through federal
or foundation grants{are in jeopardy when any amount of local fund-

ing is required (e.g. for insurance) .
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This diminution of prégrams designed specifically.for young
people is reflected in staff-related changes as well. As a conse-
quence of coﬁtinuing funding reductions, in many agencies there
are now fewer experienced professionals trained iﬁ children's
programming. For instance, many speciaiized sporﬁs programs have
been downgraded such that one leader now runs a whole range of
activities at the same time (e.g. baseball, basketball and soccer) .
The quality of instruction invariably éeclines, for few leaders
are prepared to effectively run all of these programs. Similar
examples abound in fine arts programs where separate classes in
drawing, painting and sculpture give way to "art classes" which
cover the gamut--less well to be sure, it is argued, but better
than nothing. Children's library programs have suffered a somewhat
similar fate. There are in most communities fewer trained child-
ren's librarians on staff than before, while
those who remain have more generaluresponsibilities and are less
accessible to children.

Virtually every one of the services discussed in this mono-
graph has suffered severe diminution of trained children's program
staff. The consequencies Of this "de-professionalization” are many.

To begin with, the quality of childrenl's public sector expérience cannot
helo but suffer. Even though we cannot say that programs in the past

were of uniformly 'high quality, it is clear:thét children are

receiving relatively less specialized assistance today. This

takes its toll particularly on children who use the public sector

as a place to learn new skills. Given the relative dependence




of children from poor families on these free public sector serv-
ices,sthe impact of staff reductions is likely to be profound.
While some may argue that even a reducéd staff with less
motivation for and experience in working with children is better
than total elimination of programs, our data demonstrates that
these decisions have thoroughly inequitable consequences, princi-
pally affecting those with the fewest options.

Staff reductions have meant not only less specialized program-
ming but, generally reduced supervision as well. ;n the earlier
chapter on children's use of facilities and services the importance
of safety as a factor influencing children's play patterns was
briefly noted. Supervision, even just non-instructional watchfulness by adults,
makes for safer facilities or at least makes children (and their
parents} féel less threatened. Oakland provides a good exampie

of the tension here. For several years the city's Parks and
Recreation Department has, in its own budget messages pro-

posed discontinuing adult supervision ét elementary scﬁoolyards

after school hours. Each year the City Counﬁyi has overruled the
Department and directed that supervision be continued. Our data
indicates the wisdom of this decision, even though that supervision
may not be as highly skilled a professional.activity as other endag—
gered staff functions. First, we have noted the pbpularity of
schoolyards as centers of after-school play and we note that safety
considerations influence ho& children feel about using the
schoolyard as a play érea. Second, many parents simply will

not allow their children to play in areas that are nét super-
viséd. Equally important, as experienqg,in San Francisco has
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shown, when playground supervision was discontinued for budgetary

reasons the number of accidents dramatically increased. This .
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can, in part, be attributed to diminished supervision. Further-
more oﬁ; data suggests that the impact of reduced supervision is
especially severe for girls, wha-are.less likely than boys to use
unsupervised facilities whenever safety is in doubt.L

So, while iocal elected officials and agency staff may try

not to close facilities, their approaches to trimming program

and staff have affected children's experiences at least as much,

albeit in more subtle‘ways;

\ User Fees

\

'\\ Of 211 the local government responses to the new austerity;
‘yhe impoSition of user fees has been most widely adobted. The
ldgic here is to continue providing séfvices and- let the user
bea;\some or all of the cost. Since services are not discon-
tinued, the illusion is created that "little Pas changed" despite
declining budget allocations. '

The user fee issue is complicated by questions of egquity.
In some communitieé the imposition of fees may have little effect
on families of children, while in other communities it might sig-
nificantly affect children's access. The free art class now
charges $2.00 for materials; the recreation center soccer team
chargés $5.00 for transportation to and from games; the libréry
charges an annual registration fee, and so forth. 1In a weal;hy
community, such "pay your own way" policies may not be problematic.
On the other ?and, our Oakland data suggests thatAﬁhis is not the
case in a city with a large poverty population. Here we hit upon
one of the especially powerful impacts of Proposition 13 that can

be detected only by exploring program changes as they affect par-

ticular populations within communities. In Oakland, the intro-
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duction of user fees is sufficient to drive away a significant 7
number of potential clients.~ The data on use of reéreation center
programs in Oakland (Chapter II, Table 5 ) makes thé case clearly.
Children from lower income families constitute a very large pro-
portion of users of free se;vices. When fees age c?arged, a dif-
ferent profile of the clientele emerges. In Oakland, while a
sufficient number of cliernts may be found to warrant providing a
fee charging recreation qg%ter program, the children who are most
dependent on | free access'may'be excluded. Hence, one of
the more_insidious consequences of the new austerity is the-
degree to which the traditional commitment to the less privileged
ié being undermined. From our data it is quite clear that as
services with large I@w income clientele introduce user fees
those childrén are less likely to continue to participate. While
it may then be the case that there is "no change" in the number‘of
programs offered (i.e. that classes,‘activities 5@6 programs are
maintained) there is likely to be real change in the composition
of the clientele.

User fees are not new to local government. Fees for such
thincjs as business liceri‘ses , zoning permits and adult recreation have long been
standard practicé, and have been increased in'the Qéketof Prop- .

| , .

osition 13. This recent proliferation of fee charges i$ touching -
many children's services, both in and outside of school for the
first time. The level of concern this has generated is illustra-

ted by the request by the California State Assemply for a

report from the Auditor General’on the Extent of fee charges by
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schools and local gowgrnment égéncies for programs involving

3 .
children. Implicit in this inquiry.was a larger problem raised

in a report by the League of Women Voters of California: "Are

" .,

government services gradually shifting’ to programs only for middle

]

and upper. income residents?"é. The issue is less that uéﬁr fees :

result in programs explicitly designed for wealthie; residerits, but rather

~.

that the programs are really only accessible to them-~-thereby

creating implicit provision biases. -

Private Sponsorship and Privatization

-

4

© As cities have gtruggled t%/maintain c;edible children's
programs they have at times made direct appéals to private enter-
prise to take some responsibility for actually funding\sérvices.
At best, this strategy has temporarily saved programs and at the.
same time given visibility to "public spirited" corporapions;
s ,bq%éneés and‘philénthropiés that filltjm breach, ‘ : -
Severai examples of these sponsorship effor~t5<are as follows:

. The East Bay Regionai'Parks District fouﬂd several companies

(mény fewer than hoped) to fadopt-a—paf " by payihg their maintenance
expenses (closures were otherwise thrgatenéd); concert impresario,

Bill Graham, organized a benefit rock concert to "save" the. San

A3
\

Francigco Public Schodls Irnterscholastic Sports proggém; and the
Bank of America contribqted funds to the city.of San Francisco
.to keep playgrounds open and staffed during tha summer of 1978.
There are, of course, mény other examples that could be recounted.
One problem, howgver, is that these sorts éf contributions tend to

be on a one-time basis, so that the services themselves remain in a con-

tinuing state of limbo, not kno@ing how or whether they will be maintained. There is
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, 4 great amount of effort required to solicit donations, and public agen-
cies have nat had the staff capacity to utilize these possibilities
« g / SN
extensively. Also, greater reliance on corporate ‘donations shifts
some decision over program priorities to the private sgctor. This
move, however unintended, could eventually have se;}ous conse-
‘quences for the kinds of opportunities'available to children and
the degree to which parents.and residents have any control over the nature of
offerings. .
Reductions in services and staffing, uncertainty about future

funding and the imposition of user fees have resultead in a degree

of privatization in children's out-of-schoel time use, particu-

larly among wealthier families. The isSue is in part one of options.

LY

If a child from d higher income family is taking a painting class

in%a public recreation center and a fee is introduced or the class

RS

is discontinued, his or her parents can, if they want, either pay

I

the fee or find a comparable private sector offering. . The key

°

is that these families have the resources with which to make choices.

Others do not. From the data presented inChapter II, it is clear
/l o

that materially advantaéed children are’ less dependent_on.the public sector

as a source of after-school programs and activities(regardless of their use levels,
In a sense, éncouraging privatization solves certain problems

for local government agencies; If poteﬁtial clients who can afford

to pay fees turn to the private sector for programs, a drop in\

aemand!can reduce the cost-effectivéness of the public programs and

pravide a«réas@n for mo longer offering certain programs at all.

The distinction between those who can pay for services and.those

who cannot, thésé who have choices and those wi do not, is likely

to be exacerbated~in-the future. While higher incame suburban camminities, with
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more homogeneous populations, may find th;t the introduction of

user fees does not undermine the demand for sérvices, our data

indicate the heterogeneous big cities are faced with a far more y
" ‘

T complex providion problem, given the breadth of personal circum-
.stagces that characterizes their clienggle. If fees are intro-
‘duced or program specializatfgn reduced in the public sector,
numbers of potehtial clients ma§ look elsewhere for services.
Rather than the historical relationship of complementarity betweeen
public‘and private cultural programming, cqmpetition, with the
public at a disadvantage, may become more cOommon. Price parity

or near parity may, in the énd, turn those who can afford to pay
for services to the private sector, leav;ng a leaner set of serv-
ices more costly than ever, to children from families that are

less able to afford Ehem.

Short-term Responses to the ‘lew Austerity Summarized

This brief survey of current strategies to combat the new aus-
terityyguggests an uncertain future for children's services. Of
special concern is the equity consequences of these decisions for
children as a group and amogg children of different circumstances.
The public sector has had, as a fundamental mandate, provision of

services for those least able to find alternatives. Evidence ig)dicates

that in the short run, the adverse consequences of this reorgani-
zation of services have fallen most directly on children and fami-

lies with the greatest need and the fewest alternatives.
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The Changing Political Environment of Children's Services

This period of fiscal stress is profoundly effecting the

politics of children's services. We can identify three broad aspects

of that environment and outline some of the possible impacts and

consequences of the ongoing austerity.

The politics of the budgetary process pose serious limitations

on activists committed to changing the nature of children's ser-
vices. Most parental political involvement with children's
Aout;;f—schbol services today is defensive--intended to protect
or conserVé existing programs, nothing more. In most cases the
objective of this activism is to conserve the integrity of a
single program Or preserve a sinqie facility. At times, as we
have seen, the issue can become very hig indeed, as when

library workers and suprorters in Alameda County were forced

to defend their entire service. This is not to say that many

parents and service professionals do not worry abhout the guality

or the substance of the programs that they do provide. But in these

difficult timeshthe issue of simple survival has necessarily
receivéd most attention.

The new austerity has highlighted important differences
in types of political aétivism. Responses to the current crisis
in the communities that we have focussed on here tends to diffuse
conflict andA reduce the possibility of fundamentally changing the

nature of a service. Large prohblems (are the available services

)
meeting the neelds of chilA clients?) give way to small or natrrow

ones (is the money there to continue providing what is now available?f,

152
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public input and critical iegislative examination focus on a
narrow range of "tradeoffs," and organizing around larger demands
or needs ig virtually suspended. |

As long as advocates for children's interests respond in
this way, they will be unable to alter--or successfully cope with--
this new political reality. As long as the principal issue
is cdnservation of existing services there will be no careful
consideration of the goals, obhjectives or actual impacts of
programs and agencies. Perhaps more problematic, to an extent
the fiscal crisis has persuaded some parents that it no longer
makes sense to look toward the public sector for meeting certain
everyaai needs of children. Indeed, some fortunate few have "withdrawn"
to seek services exclusively on the private ‘market.On the other
hand, there has beer some healthy reorganization of political
coalitions. For example, we have seen how public employees and
parents in Alameda County worked together in a kind of issue
based effort that helped to overcome some Of the traditional

structural barriers inherent in urhan politics.

The Future of Local Government

We have emphasized the fact that out-of-school services
for children have long bheen provided principally by local government
agencies. Now that tradition is being tested--pulled in several
directions at once. On the one hand, the state and even the federal
government are assuming more financial responsihilitv for these

services. Nn the other hand, there is an increasing number of
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privatized alternatives, from commercial to not-for-profit programs.

And there is also pressure on parents, mainly mothers to become
more "self-reliant" and take responsibility for managing their
children's out-of-school time. Ironicall; this is occuring

just when more families with two working parents, or single
parents’ are demanding publicly provided care and publicly spon-
sored children's activities. These developments could lead in
any number of directions.

For one thing, we must ask whether there is anything
inherently sacred ahout the provision of children's services by
local government, especially if state bureaucracies or Adecentral-
ized private entrepreneurs could do much the same thing. For
instance, would state or federal funding for libraries (as has
been proposed) overcome the fiscal Ailemma and promote service
equality and high quality service? Would a voucher system for
out-of-school cﬁlture and recreation services promote pluralism
and greater efficiency in service delivery.

These are, at the moment, more theoretical questions than
urgent issues demanding resolution. The State of California, for
instance, has expressed very little interest in managing out-of
school programs, even programs to which it now gives support.
The state fiscal bhailout has been organized along the lines of
revenue sharing, with few mandates. However, there is every reason
to expect that as state funds become more scarce, these programs

will come under ever closer scrutiny as the competition for
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monies grows. As we have noted, various children's services have
a_;E?en lobbying for earmarkedqshares of state revenues, and out-pf-
school services do not currently have the political base from
which to argue for these kinds df funding assurances. As for the
voucher concept, it will prohably not emerge until the fate of current
school voucher plans are decided. Since the services are basically
voluntary to begin with this would he a much less dramatic, if
more practical voucher experiment. Also, the market for profit-
making‘out—of-school programs has not proven to bhe especially
vigorous as Yet (althbugh it may he too early to.tell). Experiences
with day care and summer school (see Appendix A) show that private
sector ventures often overestimate the potential profitability
of children's programs.

At the very least leadership among cﬁildren's services
professionals must learn from their school counterparts and become
more aggressive entrepreneurs themselves. For the fact is thét
whether these kinds of activities remain serious endeavors of the
public sector at all will be one of the significant questions

facing local government officials in the next few Yyears.
Finis
Cut-of-school children's services have been a major casualty

of Proposition 13. After two Years they are just now beginning

"to respond to its challenges. We can only understand the
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immediate impacts 'Of fiscal constraints by looking. at how part-
icular populations have/pagn fected; and also by recognizing
that some families and[chil fgn are more reliant on the pub-
lic sector, hence more vulnerable to the consequences of
_service reorganizgtion or diminution. The long term challenge
' for children's out-of-school services should not be merely to
survive the attrition that Proposition 13 has accelerated. There
should be renewed committment to the largely unfulfilled promise
of these programs: to improve the quality of children's lives;
to enhance children's individual life chances; and to meet the
increasingly complex and pressing sgrvice needs of families

today. At their best, these services can contribute toward these

ends. And indeed, this is what must be encouraged.
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Despite rough'mainténance of the status quo, Proposition 13
has nonetheless been called a mixed bag for children, in part because
‘out-of-school childrens prbgrams have suffered severely. At the
state level, libraries, parks and recreation, cultural institu-
tions and summer school had few effective advocates. Even a small
legislative appropriation ($18 million) earmarked for public
libraries was vetoed by the governor, despite their ‘having suffered two

: \

years of serious cutbacks. While there is clearly a role for the
state in supporting these kinds of services, to date, with the
exception of summer school, almost all the relevaﬁt decisions
have been made at the city, school, special district and county
level. Consequently the rest of this chapter will describe actions
taken at these levels of government since the passage of Proposi-
tion 13--focusing principally at developments in three localities.
Supported by an exhaustive review of reports and interviews
concerning children's out-of-school programs in scores of Califor-
nia communities (see Appendix C) we are persuaded that the analy-
sis presented below reflects most of the actions and responses
to Proposition 13 at the city, county and special district levels

of government.
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Appendix A
Summer School in the Wake of Proposition 13:
Ancillary Educational Services under Fire
o J I
[While much of the post-Proposition 13 research has concluded

that its overall "impact on the provision of human services has not .
been as severé‘as anticipated, there is agreement that California's
public summer school program has suffered severe cutbacks--virtually
all state monies for the program were withdrawn in 1978. This appen-
dix explores the history ef the California summer school program
before Proposition 13, comments on its current status and examines
who has been affected by the diminution of services.

Between 1952 and 1977, in-twenty-five years' time, the State of
California built a large, formidable summer school program Serv-
ing well over one million elementary and secondary school age chil-
dren annually. . In 1978, in one trip to the polls California voters
passed a tax initiative which,. among other things, led to the
complete dismantling of the program.

How and why this happened, and what the impact has been on

children and families i%. the subject of this appendix.

Summer School in Historical Perspective

Although éummer school rests comfortably in the world of the
educat~r it has én uncertain tradition marked by imprecisely defined
objectives and poorly documented impacts..

The first summer school programs date to Boston irn 1866.* Thesé
"vacation schools™ were originally viewed as a way to keep children
from the dangers and temptations of the streets. "mheir chief function...
was to keep the children who attendea, pleasantly and perhaps

- profitably occupied so tﬁat they would be removed from undesirable

1/

influences to which they would otherwise be exposed.”

*

Through the middle part of the nineteenth century, principally for
economic reasons, the length of the school year declined from
225-250 days per year (in other words nearly year round) to 180-200
days.
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. Early summer programs weré not, for the most part, actually
provided by the schools. Rather, with a kind of:welfare spirit,
urban social and charitable organizations promoted summertime
services, in large measure to provide clean, healthful environments
for children growing ﬁp in tenement housing and in unsafe areas of
cities. The vacation school movement spread quickly through the
Northeast and by 1899 twenty cities in the U.S. operated elemen-
tary level programs.z/A major shift in locus of control and sponsor-
ship occurred during the 1890's. As the movement took root, pri-
vate and quasi-private agencies often found that space requirements
exceeded their faciiity capacities (churches, settlement houses,
etc.). Public school officials were called upon to assist. 1In
the space of a few years, this collaborative relationship became
commonplace. By the turn of the century many c%ﬁies were not only

X

providingspace, but they were also contributingX§unds to help
suppogﬁ summer school programs. 4

Ag with the recreation movement at the turn of the century,
initiaily programs were sponsored by private sector agencies, but
were incorporated into the public sector as they grew and matured--
in this ‘case they came under the control of the public schools.

By 1925 it is estimated that 20% of school districts in the more
populated states had elemeﬁtaryAlevel summer programsé(
In the early 1900's the provision of summer programs was
justified on many grounds, not solely for the purpose of providing
children with a safe place to go during the day. Thé arguments 1in

favor of summer school were often based on assumptions about the

positive effects of increased exposure to schooling, although
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there Qas little corroborating evidence.- Many school districts
intrbduced summer school with this explicit educational agenda--

to help "backward" students catch up and to give "bright" students

a chance to get aheadi/. Refinements of this proposition underlie
most summer school efforts today. Many school officials speculated
that summer programs could diﬁinish summer learning loss, which was
recognized as a problem even early in the century. But | :
even at athat time there was little or no data
available with which to demonstrate that summer school was support-

5/

ing the regular year program in this manner— Even so, by the
1920's the intellectual ﬁnderpinnings of summer school were well

v
in place and the objectives had shifted from amelioration of the
conditions of urban life and to enhancing or remediating children's
learning skills.

Growth in summer school programs continued through the 1920's;
however, its popularity declined drastically during fhe Depression
years. Many cities eliminated programs to reduce spendiﬁg indicating that the
relative marginality of summer school was already quite clear. |
In addition concepts of educating the young were in transition and
the idea of summer school was no longer in vogue. In
fact, it was not until the post World War II baby boom that a sig-
nificant public demand for summer programs re-emerged, courled
with renewed interest among professional- educators.

Program Growth in California

As in other parts of the country, the early summer school

movement in California was dominated by urban interests when a significant
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commitment emerged in the decade 1910-20. -
From the beginning virtually every community adopting-a program did
so at public expenéé and exclusively in public settings (un}ike”
' the Eastern history). Fresno has operated a program continuously
‘'since 1921, longer than any other city in the state. It should K '
be noted, however, that because the summer school movement devel-
éped at a late date, it was linked philosophically
to prevaiiing educationé} objectives more than it was to any
social welfare agenda. Since there was no uniférm reporting
system until the early 1950's, it is difficult to . know how many
distficts had programs although growth appears to have mirrored
the national experience for the three decade peridd'l920—50.

In the context of California educational history, summer school
matured as the postwar baby boom triggered extraordinary growth
in the state's schooling programs. In political terms it was not
? controversial issue, viewed as a reasonable elaboggtion of
schooling services supported by the state elucation bureaucracy,
administrator and teachers' groups and legislators (bi-partisan) 0
alike. : — |

Ironically, however, it was not educational but fiscal factors
that stimulated widespread program growth. In 1953, as part of an

effort to encourage districts to sponsor educational summer programs

- o

legislation was passed which permitted school districts to count
summer school a.d.a. (average daily attendance) in calculations of
total attendance,on which state revenue contributions were deter- ,

mined. In other words, school districts could run summer pfograms——
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a reduced day schedule with coﬁparably reduced costs--and cquht
eacha.d.a. as egual to a “;egular“ school a.d.a. for revenue purposes.,
The advantages here were rather clear and its impact immediate. ’
It was a fiscal bonanza. (An extensive literatufe search and discus- °
sions with several legislators in office at that time did not shed
much light on the purpose of setting the formula in this way. With- )
out doubt, however, the legislature did not expectzdistricts to‘
utilize the program specifically for fiscal rewerd, although this
was Oobviously an inducement.)

In 1954 (the year after the State adopted“summer'schoel
reporting and application procedures) 119 districts oéerated summer
school programs. This grew to 147 in 1956; 174 in 1957; and 237
in 1958. The'nﬁmber of schoole with programs increased 119%vd2r~
ing'this period. 1In one survey of 129 districts 69% that had pro- '
grams in 1957 established them bethen 1952 and 1956. By 19?O:an
extraordinary proportion (nearly 20%)of all enrolled K-8 publie
school students attended a summer session in their community.

This rapid growth was a£tributed not_juse,to the availability

of state monies but also to pest—war suburbanization (children's
summer recreation needs were not well met by many fast growing
cities); and to growing recognition among educators that many
children had learning problems and needs that could be attended to,
often in unconventional ways, outside the regular:school yeargé
There are few studies of California summer echoolg and their

relationship to the larger educational system. One of the more ,

comprehensive analyses, a survey of 147 districts was conducted

A
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in the late 1950'52/. ’Amopg other things this study documented

the reasons why districts started programs; it exploreé the currigu-

3

lum of summer proérams} and‘ it described how administrators £t

S

about the programs and their impacts (see Tables 1, 2 and 3). The

author concluded that the activities, services and curriculum were /Q/

\ N
broad, tending to promote the social, physical, emotional as well as

v
o

o

intellectual growth of children. There also was some evidence that

districts used the time to develop curriculum -and experiment with

innovative teaching methods.

’

There is little evidenceéthat either the nature ar purpose of

summer programs have changed very much since the time of the survey. They

-

have, however, grown a eat deal. In-this fegard ESEA Title I

offered many districts.an/important opportunity to expand their sum-
ticularly around remediation and enrichment
c

8/

opportunities for(the disadvantaged—'.

mer school efforts,

" The more recent history of ‘summer . school in California cannot

be understood without reference to the changing fiscal conditions
of the.public schools. Through the early 1970's,” as school enroll-
ments and tax rates peaked, summer school became a very important

~

revenue-producing, vehicle . --In California 660,000 children, K-8 grades,

attended .in 1972--rising o 86O,OOOjJLl977h or 30% of all K-8

oublic school_students. In 1977, 33% of K-8 public school students

were enrolled in summer bprograms.
Ve

The substantial expansion of summer school in the 1970's is

clearly shown in Table 4. Not only did. the proportion of K-8
, 3 .

children enrolled more than double, the ‘real a.d.a. increased by 31%

\'




TABLE 1

Reasons for Starting First Summer School in District

Number of :
Reason for Summer Schools Districts Percent
Help children needing additional
basic educational experiences 28 21.7%
Enrich.regular program 26 20.2
Remedial problems 19 14.8
Parental request 17 13.2
Give needed summer supervision 11 8.6
Help children with reading problems 11 8.6
Staff and community interest 8 6.2
Provide additional use of buildings 5 3.9
Give emergency teachers and student
teachers experience \ 4 3.1
Eliminate much retardation 3 2.4
Help pupils behind in school work
due to illness or transfer 3 2.4
Needs of gifted children 3 2.4
Provide a continuing program 2. 1.6
Started when district eliminated
mid-term promotions 1 .8
Of fer laboratory for summer conference 1 .8
To provide for experimentation 1 .8
Provide additional opportunities for
children who want to learn 1 .8
To meet the needs of children 1 .8
Nutritional and recreational needs , 1 .8
Number of Districts 129*
*Seventeen districts listed two reasons
Source: Ronald E. Notley, "The Ste :us of Summer School Programs for

Elementary School Children in California" (1959).
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/ TABLE 2

‘Subject Offerings in the Summer School
Enrichment Program

. Number of .
Subjects ) . Districts Percent

Physical Activities 58 39.4%
Physical Education 34 ’
Swimming 17
Folk Dancing 5
Rhythms 1
Interpretative Dancing 1

Music Education 57 38.8
Instrumental 34
Music ‘ 13
Vocal . 10

Art Education 36 . 24.5
Arts and Crafts 29
Art
Photography

[l ®)]

Science Education | 16 10.9
Science | [ 1

Nature Study ‘
Science and Nature Study ‘

Elementary Physics \

=

Creative Arts | ! 12 7.6
Dramatics \
Stories and Poems |
Library 2

W ~d

Education of Exceptional \
Children : \ 8 5.4
Cerebral Palsy \ 4
Mentally Retarded \2
Deaf 1
| Physically Handicapped 1

Handicrafts and Home Arts | 8 5.4
Shop \ 3
Foods and Homeémaking 3
Home Mechanics 1
Social Living 1

Foreign Language \ 5 3.4
Spanish
French , ' \

- e

Typing l‘ / \ 3 2.0

/

Number of Districts 147

N \
Notley (1?59) 1()8 \
(A
'Q_‘.‘ . ) \w




\ TABLE 3

Chief Strengths of Summer School Program

Number of
Nature of Strengths Districts Percent
Improves general academic achievement 34 26.4%
Enrichment opportunities ‘ 29 22.5
Concentrated remedial program 23 17.9
Helpé special or individual children 17 13.2
In-service training for teachers i3 11.0
Parents like and want it 10 7.8
Improves reading | v o 9 7.0
Worthwhile recreational activities 9 7.0
Relaxed atmosphere between pupil '
and teacher 5 3.9 .
Provides for gifted 4 3.1
Change in pupil attitudes 3 ' 2.4
More use of school plant 7 2 1.6
Aid to slow learners 2 1.6
Children come because they want to 2 1.6
Provides worthwhile summer activities 1 .8
Helps solve adjustment problems . + 1 .8
Provides teachers with opportunity
to earn more money 1 .8
Assists in social adjustment 1 .8
Number of Districts 129%
*Thirty-seven districts listed two strengths.
Source: Notley (1959)




TABLE 4

Growth in Summer School Program Provision and Attendance in California
(1971 -1977)

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Number of Counties

with Programs 52 50 52 50 52 54 54

Number of Districts

with Programs , 380 411 436 462 511 503 535

*

a.d.a. (statewide)

(by grade level)
K 21833 12628 28823 17538 27457 29715 34723
1 111888 » 99447 84478 97500 114887 119118 117842
2 97921 96017 92730 102195 113594 119493 126780
3 97376 93434 93454 101679 109974 112957 124671
4 98858 95884 95318 102146 119971 112594 118313
5 93471 95602 97708 105529 113349 112090 117205
6 58668 68354 72506 97586 109739 108393 106811
7 41185 46663 48341 54877 60449 63477 64448
8 19883 30611 32788 36904 43868 48503 48933

Total 654,760 662,366 679,714 738,114 825,787 841,818 859,726

Percent of K-8

a.d.a. enrolled

in summer school 20.7% 21.3% 22.2% 24.6% 30.9% 31.7% 32.9%

*a.d.a.= average daily attendance

Source: California, State Department of Education, California-Public Schools:
Selected Statistics (1971-77)

01
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in this seven year span. During these years,well over half.the
total summer school enrollment was in the K-3 grades. We can attri-
bugg?;hese increases to at least the following factors:

1. Parents and school professicnals generally were begin-
ing to support the idea of an extended year school program. The
reasons for their support were many and varied-;sometimes educa-
tional , sometimes not. ’Furthermore, attachment to the ten-
month school year waned as fewer parents argued that children
"needed a rest," or ‘that schooling during . he summer -made famiiy
vacation plannfng too difficult.

2. Increésing maternal employment made summer'school oppor-
tunities for children attractive to many parents. It was a healthy,
safe place for children to go at little or no cost to families.

This may account for the high proportion of young children (K-3)
attending programs. These children, after all, are less likely to

be attending by choice and relatively few were enrolled by parents

specifically for remediation.

3. Although working with little hérd data, school professiona}s
remained persuaded that summer school offered a supportive
climate in which to deal with problems,bf learning loss and reme-
diation. This beca%é\i\iear univé;sally accepted premise underlying
the program. |
Despite these factors--each helped to inCreése the state's summer
school enrollment--through the 1970's some legislators charged
that districts were principally interested in boosting attendance

only because of the generous a.d.a. policies.
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. . In June, 1978, Proposition 13 appeared on the ballot. The
election took placé just déys before s&mmer programs Qére scheduled
to begin in school districts throughout the state. The legisla-
ture, preparing in advance fbr the possibility that Proposition 13
would péss, had amended the Budget Act of 1978;79 to read that)

if the initiative was approved, the broad guidelines under which
school districts organized summer programs were no longer operative,

and state supported summer classes vere to be limited only to

courses for high school seniors needing credit for graduation and
special Rrograms-for the,handicappedg/. Under Proposition 13,
districts were to belprohibited from counting 1978 summer school
a.d.a.for state revenue unless sessions were completed by June 30,1978.
As a consegquence of this action, when Proposition 13 passed, almost
every school district in the state discontinued general summer
services. Attendance dropped to a miniscule 7,380 a.d.a. statewide.
In effect, the state terminated its support of summer school and
services disappeared | ‘ virtually overnight. This"

.raised some important gquestions:

1. Who was affected by the termination of summerx school
servicés, and in what ways?

5. Have communities filled the breach with other services?

3. Why was there no effective lobby for summer school in

anticipation of Proposition 13? How deep was public support for

)

the summer school program?
4. Was summer school particularly vulnerable to‘Proposition 13,

or are there larger, more fundamental considerations at work that

might also affect other sc@ool/cultural/recreational services for

A

children'in the future?

ERIC B a
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On the Question of Program Impacts

For all prectical purposes there is no longer a summer school
program in tﬁe California public schools. In 1278, because classes
were cancelled just days before they were to have begun, parents
who had organized their children's vacations around it were confront-
ing especially troublesome dislocations.' In contrast, in 1979 there
was no such upheaval. The public knew there would not be a program.
In the Pose-Prop051tlon 13 era, summer school
was no longer a free, community-provided service for chlldren. But
to understand the responses ih 1978 and 1979 more detailed con-

sideration of impacts and community actions is necessary.

-

1978: Dislocation with Unexplored Implications

In 1978 summer school classes were cancelled because distficts
could no longer be able to claim summer.a.d.a. as a part of the
state aid calculation. Provision of progrems would be a 100% cost
item, generating no revenue. Of all community services, summer
school had the dubious distinction of being hit first and hardest
by Prq?osition‘lB. Across the state classes were promptly cancelled.
Not surprisingly, at this very late date, many families had difficulty
finding summer activities or programs for their children. A major
question raised by.sehool officials and parents throughout the

state had to do with alternatives--or lack of them--for children during the summer.
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In Los Angeles, 371,000 young people were affected, (and

7,300 teachers were without jobs for the summer);%y%ome legislators
responded tnat these concerns demonstrated that summer school really was
a kind of "frill." Summer school, they argued, was little more

than organized babysitting at public expense, hardly central to

the educationa{ enterprise.lg/ They viewed the dislocation--a

consequence of sudden cancellation--as a problem for parents only
in that they would be forced to find other care arrangements. The
instructional dimension of summer school, according to this logic,
was of secondary or tertiary import to most families. To these
legislators, the estimated savings ($107-180 million) was signifi-
cant and certainly in the "spirit" of Proposition 13.

In the Bay Area only 9 of 110 school districts proceeded with
summer school plans. Generally, where programs were held under pub-
lic school sponsorship, attendance was limited to graduating seniors
who needed one or two credits in order to complete required course
work. Some communities attempted to organized fee-for-service summer
schools, provided under the auspices of school districts using
public facilities. Wealthier suburban districts were somewhat
successful at organizing part-day programs for one month to six
weeks, at fees ranging as high as §$75 per class. A pay-as-you-go
program in Los Altos drew 1,100 children for example.lz/

But fee-for-service plans fared poorly in the cities.

Organized at the last minute and at a high cost, many parents

simply could not afford it. In Oakland, for example, several

i




church groups planned a summer session of five weeks at a fee of
$58 per child. One thousand children were needed for the program
to break even. Only 26 children enrolled--parents would ﬁot or
could not pay th¢ price and the program was cancelled before classes
began. A higb‘school program sponsored by the University of }
California attracted 250 seniors at $55 per-class. This, however,
was far below the annual sﬁﬁmer school attendance rate in Qakland

: 11 . ‘ ‘
in past years——( The school district had,anticipated an a.d.a. of

17,000 for a regular, free summer session.

Li;tle‘iskknown about the summertime impact of Proposition 13
on cgildren and families, beyond the basic aﬁténdance count.
Clearly, many thousands of children were denied schooling oppor-
tunities, and it is not known what they did insteéd—-or whqf the
impéct on the loss of educational offerings may have been.¢)The
Hayward, California newspaper interviewed children and families-
and found that at one point or another during their student
years almost every child in the. community had attended summer

school. Furthermore, most of those who had planned to go in 1978
were either behind in credits or had failed a clésslé/. This was
consistent with other reports and suggested at least that labelling

summer school a frill was based on a less than objective assessment »~

of its role and import. L
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The first year consequences of Proposition 13, then, can be
summarized as follows. (See Table 5 for additional details;) Com-
munities that tried to provide school programs turned to fee-for-

N service plans. They‘weré, however, hastily organized and except in
some suburban areas fq}led to atfract significant numbers of children.

The impac£ of the loss of service was not studied, and no one

really knows what Ehe million plus children who normally attend

summer school did-instead. The state viewed the first year's
' experience as "guccessful." Following an initial outcry (which
was attributed to the late date at which summer school cuts were
made rather than to the fact that summer school was discontinued)
there was little ongoing pressure to assure full state funding
for;these programs in future years.

The 1979 situation seemed to provide further evidence that
summer school did not attract thevgindvof‘visible support that might
have been expected.

1979: Where were the Children?

Nineteen seventy-nine saw an elaboration of the fee-for-service
model. With time to plan, more communities instituted these kinds
of programs.li/ In addition, profitmaking institutions began offer-
ing summer school "packages" to communities, with*”an eye toward fill-
ing the void that emerged as public agencies other than schools
also began dropping summer programs for children.

Some communities promoted the fee-for-gervice plan and found

- ready constituencies. .Others found that paréhts would simply not

bear the cost of enrolling children in summer activities, no matter

what the program might offer.
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TABLE S
oy, )
o Effects of Proposition 1) on a Selected Set of School Districts
- o ' Sumner Progfésms .
o 27 Districts with 35 Districts in Lower 33 Districts in Ugge;
118 Districts and Counties 54 Elementary Districts a.d.a. $10,000 Third Expenditure Per 8.0.2. Thire Exféendlt“:;' P;:c:eaded
No Increased Decreased No Increased Decreased No Increased Decreased No Increased Decreased No . :;f\;:is S n ‘e
Impact _Numbers Numbers Impact _Numbers Numbers  Impact _Numbers Numbers_j npact _Numbers Numbf:rs Impact umbe
; g .
26 1 0 27 % 3 0 23
Teachers i@mpidyment) 5 o] 04 k] [¢] 30 0 [¢]
Instructional Aldes M 4 - 0 3 3 0 8
Full time {2mployment) 12 0 29 hl o] 9 k] 0 11 ? o 15 4 o 16
Part time Empiloyment) 12 0 47. 3 0 19 4 0 15 2

. y 5 0- 4

Joluntaers 23 0 12 6 0 5 10 0 3 10 o . 5
. - 3 o] 14

K-1 Programs (a.d.a.} 6 0 a8 3 o 21 1 0 15 2 0 15
2 0 15

-3 Programs la.d.a.) 4 a 53 2 o 22 0 ° 13 1 c 1

¢ a.d.a.* average daily ittendance

Y

Sourze: Taisfcrnia, ';tdte Department of Finance, A Study of Local Government

irpasrs of Propesition 13, Supplemental Report--K-12 School Distrists
(March L3793)
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" On the public sector side,~in 1979 most school districts

-

stuck to the letter of the law: providing summer school classes .
only for the handicappeg'and fer high school séniers needing

units in order to'graduate."In Los Angeles attendance was 13,000
total as agalnst 341,000 in l977154 Oakland put together federal,
state and local ‘funds to support programs for 5,000 youngsters
(compared with 18 500 in 1977). These included ESEA Title I
reading clinics, for 4,400 children at 17 schools; tutorial clusters

:

for low achievers; utilizingﬁx ‘CETA‘fundS to pay for.instrucF
tional aides; and summer youthTEmployment/education bregrams, | *
utilizing city funds to, provide jobs in tandem with career devel-

opment program® in high\éghpol classrooms. Onl§ the Title I read- ,"

ing CllnlCS drew any substantial a.d.a.

On the matter of user fees, communlty experiences were quite

v

different from the previoue year, but the reasons for the dlfferencee
were not always clear. For example, the Los Altos program mentioned
earlier drew only one-third as many children in l979 as it had 1n.
.l978. Another prdgram‘,; in suburban Belmont attracted 390 Chlld—
ren in 1978 but only 38 in 1979 (and was cancelled). ‘Cupertino
experienced a jump in summer program enrollment for its "voluntary
fee" programs--from 1,000 in 1978 to 1,500 in 1979. But thl
.compared poorly with the lO 000 a.d.a:(of a p0551ble 16, 000) fi;>the
regular public summér school session held in l97716/w '
There were some legal problems associated with these programs
that kept nany districts frbm of fering anything at all. It was not
clear that public schools could actually charge tuition for‘clasees/

hence some communities collected voluntary "donathps, with a-
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'

"suggested level of contribution" for fear of otherwise running
afoul of the law. In fact, no legal aétions materialized, but
public school officials expressed concern that citizens might go to
court to prohibit the schools from charging fees for service and
that, inthe worst case, districts would have to bear the entire

cost of the summer program (once completed) ané forfeit the state

aid they had received. Partly as a éesult of these unresolved legal
issues, many communities simply chose not to offer programs.

Private enterprises were more in evidence in 1979 than the
previous year. The American Learning Corporation signed contracts
with 38 school districts to operate 25 programs throughout the
state.‘Programs were not designed to serve individual school
districts but larger "markets" instead.) Charging substantial fees,
however, only 12 generated the necessary a.d.a.to warrant provision
of the program. Other enterprises proposed or ran programs with
fees as high as $144 for five wezk, one-half day sessions. -While
rapid increase in the size and number of these fee-charging non-public
school offerings had been predicted,® in fact their growth was slow
and their attraction limited. At this point, summer school does
not appear to interest more than a small number of universities,
colleges and priyate corporations who are hop.ng to make a profit
providing fee—fof—service programs to school districts and commun-
ities. By and large, tﬂeir focus seems to be on remediation and
although there is ittle evidence that it will become a big business

ss once envisioned (civen the size of the summer school population)

some profitable small scale efforts may survive in the long run.
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The First Two Years in Perspective

The post-Proposition 13 experience can:be summarized as follows:

1) Attendance levels at public summer schools\have diminished
dramatically. Most districts have eliminatéd all éxcept state
mandated programs. ' “

2) Wealthier suburbs have, to an extent, succee&ed in intro-
ducing fee for service alternatives. 'Inner cities have not been
able to attract substantial enrollments for programs charging fees.

3) Private enterprise has failed to find a significant summer

market , as some had anticipated. This may both reflect higher

than acceptable fee structures and general disinterest in non-
public alternatives amqngﬂparents and families.

4) To the extent that any documentation is available it appears
‘that summer school is used by students, particularly abové grade 4,
fo& remediation, makeup of missed course work and advanced studies.
In this sense summer school can hardly be considered a frill, as some

have argued.

5) What happened t6 the children? Only a small proportion of

'the anticipated 1978-1979 public summer school enrollment can be

T

accounted for after examining attendance records of other (non-~school)
summer programs. The vast majority of pre-Proposition 13 summer

school students remain unaccounted for. In most cities other

public agencies (e.g. recreation departments) were severely con-
strained themselves and had no way of expanding their own surmer pro-
grams to absorb more participants.

) We must view the summer school experience in the context of

this larger study. While fully institutionalized, like many other




21

children's services, summer school rested uncomfortably in the pub-
lic seétor, never really enjoying fundamental support among adult
constituepcies. The post-Proposition 13 years suggest that this
rather shallow support was coupled with uncertainty regarding the
mandate and programmatic objectives of summer school. Its history

is somewhat parallel to that of other cultural and recreational
services for children, hence it is not surprising that the confluence
of fiscal and political considerations should®so drastically under-

mine the statewide program.

The Current Debate

State officials and legislators are aware that the initial,
post-Proposition 13 response might have been unduly regressiye.
Even thou~h a major summer school lobby has failed to emerge, impor-
tant issues linked to summer school can no longer be ignored. Some
legislators feel that the political response (or lack thereof) in
1978 and 1979 repreéents an adequate way of measuring. the import
of summer school to the populace. The <tate education department,
on the other hand, argues-that there .. a need‘for summer program-
ming that can be justified in educational terms and that manf con-
stituents, most in need of servicesg, thave few or no alternatives
to a free public program. Teachers ;Upport the education bureaucracy's
position and also fear a long-term deéline in summer job opportunities
for teachers. By this formulation one cannot simply examine the g}o-
bal public reaction to the termination of summer programs and.assume
that this is a true measure of their import. Rather, it may be
necessary to evcluate how uifferen£ user.groups have been affected

and, thereby, arrive at an appropriate strategy for future public

funding of summer school activities.
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B

To date (in 1980) the California Legislature has not addressed

the summer school problem, although several state senators intend

to introduce legislation that woﬁld re-estaklish summer school pro-
grams of particular groups of children (e.g. children who have failed
to pass to the next grade), albeit on a more limited basis. The
consensus, however, is that California's summer school program will
never again reach as many children a< it did in the past. This

has implications for parents, for with increasing numbers of mothers
employed, there is a serious need for more summer child care and
activity alternatives. There are also implications for children,
who have lost an opportunity to pursue interests and sharpen skills

somewhat less pressured environment that chafacterizes summer

school. If there is a new life for summer school, it will probabiy
be the result of minimum competency requirements being introduced

in Califorﬁia. i If children must pass examina-
tions each year in order to advance to the next grade, summer pro-
grams will be necessary to provide remediation to a large proportion
of students who are performing far below grade level in both English
and math. Hence, one impact of annual competency testing may be a
revitalized summef school program. )

The fate of California's summer school program in_thé wake of
Proposition 13 is consistent with a trend away from providing
specialized services for young people. Whether this simply reflects

general taxpayer demands’that agencies pare down their program commit-
ment;; deﬁographic factors lessening reducing the p?oblems of the young;
a fundamental diminishing of public cénéern for child; or all of these
things at.tandem,(itiié not possible to say. Bu£ the dramatic decline
in funding for summer school affects a large proportion of children .18

and families who now must cope with the loss of yet another,we{i

”
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Appendix B

Children's Time Study
Setting, Sample, Design

In the Spring of 1976, 764 pre-adolescents (11 and 12 years old)
from Oakland, California (population 333,000) and their parents were
interviewed as part of a study of children's use of time outside
of school.

The sample was drawn in the following manner. Elementary school
attendance areas were defined as princibal sampling units. Children
in Oakland attend the school closest to their home, so school attend-
ance areas are geographic representatinns of the city's demography.
Oof the 58 attendance areas, 20 were selected for study by stratified
probability sampling techniques to reflect all school attendance areas
in the city. Then the names of approximately forty children were
drawn randomly from the sixth grade rolls at each sample ‘school
yielding a cluster sample of twenty attendance areas, 764 cases
(number of cases per area proportional to population). Character=
istics of the sample are described below.

Characteristics of the Time Study Sample
Oakland, California
Spring, 1976

(N = 764)
Ethnicitz
Black : 59.8%
White . 24.2
Asian - 9.2
Hispanic ) 4.6
Other ) 2.2
Income
Less than $4,999 17.4%
$5,000-$9,999 20.9
$10,0QO-$14,999 / : 16.0
$15,000-$19,999 14.4
$20,000+ 24.2
Not Available . . 7.1
Mother's Educatioh
Some high school or less 22.8%
High School graduate 27.9
Some College - 31.4
College graduate and above : _ 16.1
Not Available 1.8
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. Interviews were conducted at the home of each child between
April and June 1976. The completion rate was 87.2%. There were
two protocols: a child's interview schedule and a parents’

- questionnaire (which the parent filled out while the child was

being interviewed in another room) .

The interviews consisted of both closed and open-ended guestions
about out-of-school life; things children do alone and with friends;
things children do with parents and siblings; chores and work
roles outside the home; involvement in organized activities outside
of school; and television viewing behavior. Parents' questionnaires
focused on family demography and also probed socializgtion priorities
and child-rearing practices affecting out-of-school life.




APPENDIX C

Source Materials for the Analysis of Proposition 13 Impacts

Included in the formulation of the case studies in Chapter TV

*

were’materials‘from the following newspapers:

Alameda Times Star
Bakersfield Californian
Colusa Sun Herald

Concord Transcript

Contra Cost{County)Times
Davis Enterprise

Dublin Tri-Valley News

Fair Oaks,North Highlander
Fremont Argus

Fresno Bee

Hayward Daily Record
Livermore Tri-Valley Herald
Los Angeles Times

Los Banos Enterprise

Oakland, Montclarion

New York Times

Oakland Tribune

Palo Alto Times

Pittsburg Post-Dispatch
Redwood City, Woodside Country Almanac
Richmond, Independent Gazette
Sacramento Bee

San Francisco Chronicle

San Francisco Examiner

Simi Valley, Enterprise Sun and News
Tracy Press

Woodland Democrat

* A1l newspapers listed are in California, except the New
York Times. '




